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Buildings  Act  of  19h9  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for 
construction  of  public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase 
contracts. 
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Senator  McCarthy  (for  himself  and  others)  introduced 
S.  690  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Mr.  Elliott  introduced  H.  R.  225>0  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Print  of 
bill  as  introduced. 

Committee  reported  S,  69O  with  amendments.  Senate 
Report  318.  Print  of  bill  as  reported. 

Senator  Jfertin  introduced  S.  20l|l  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  Print  of  bill  as 
introduced, 

Mr.  McGregor  introduced  H.  R.  63U2  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  Print  of  bill  as 
introduced. 

Committee  reported  H,  R.  63U2  without  amendment. 

House  Report  875.  Print  of  bill  a3  reported. 

Committee  on  Rules  reported  House  Resolution  3hb 
for  consideration  of  H.  R.  63U2.  House  Report  88£. 

Committee  reported  S.  2h3>7  without  amendment.  Senate 
Report  olii.  Print  of  bill  as  reported. 

Hearings  on  H.  R.  63I4.2  and  S.  20Ul  before  subcommittee 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

House  passed  H.  R.  63U2  without  amendments. 

H.  R.  63U2  referred  to  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

Hearings  on  H.  R.  63U2  and  S.  20Ul  before  subcommittee 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Yforks. 

Committee  voted  to  report  H.  R.  63U2. 

Committee  reported  with  amendments.  Senate  Report 
1081*.  Print  of  bill  as  reported. 

Senate  began  debate. 

Senate  continued  debate. 
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Senate  continued  debate. 

Senate  continued  debate. 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  63I4.2  with  amendments.  Print  of 
bill  as  passed  Senate.  Senate  conferees  appointed. 

House  conferees  appointed. 

Senator  Bush  substituted  for  Senator  Kuchel  as 
conferee. 

Senator  Morse  spoke  against  bill. 

Conferees  agreed  to  file  report. 

Both  Houses  received  conference  report.  House 
Report  1923. 

House  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Approved:  Public  Law  519. 
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AMENDING  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949 


THURSDAY,  JANUARY  21,  1954 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 
Subcommittee  on  Buildings  and  Grounds, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10 :  10  a.  m.,  pursuant  to  call,  in  room  412, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Thomas  H.  Ivuchel,  chairman  ot  sub- 

k  committee,  presiding.  , 

I  Present:  Senators  Martin  (chairman),  Ivuchel  (chairman  of  sub¬ 
committee)  ,  Holland,  Stennis,  and  Gore.  A 

Also  present:  Senator  Chavez  and  Mr.  Ellsworth  W.  Bassett,  and 

T.  W.  Sneed,  staff  members.  _ 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  At  the 
direction  of  Senator  Martin,  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  I  am  holding  a  subcommittee  hearing  this  morning 
on  H.  R.  6342,  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property 
and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  public  buildings  thereon 
bv  executing  purchase  contracts ;  to  extend  the  authority  ot  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes ;  and  for  other 
purposes. 

(H.  R.  6342  is  as  follows :) 

[H.  R.  6342,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A^GMeral'^SerWces^  to*1  acquire0  title  *  to*1  rea^  property*  and* 

general 

other  purposes 

A  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
T  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  (1)  redesignating 
section  411  thereof  as  section  412,  and  (2)  inserting,  immediately  after  sectionl 
410  thereof  the  following  new  section  : 

“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  determines 
that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the  permanent  activities  of  the  ledeial  Govern¬ 
ment  in  any  particular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 
property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government  and  (2)  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder  he 
is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  activ  - 
ties  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the 
Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States  (including  Guam),  except  or 
the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department  by  negotia  ng 
and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less  than 
ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that 
iitie  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration 
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of  the  csontract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated 
in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include 
provision  for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  install¬ 
ment  payments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for  the  exchange  of  surplus 
real  property  or  real  property  which  may  become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such 
agreement,  where  the  Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the 
Government  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be  served. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  authorized  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including 
those  for  which  conversions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  re¬ 
quired,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be.  subsequently  effected 
in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  purchase  contracts. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private 
entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section  ;  and  is  further  authorized 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  owned  by  the 
United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General  Services  Administration 
including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon, 
by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and  facili¬ 
ties  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase  contracts. 

“(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such  provisions  as  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests^ 
of  the  United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations\ 
imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with 
the  United  States:  Provided,  That  no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  by  the  United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys  in  an 
aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  appraised  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of 
property  where  construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date  of  completion 
of  such  construction. 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  calling  for  the  expenditure 
of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it 
has  been  submitted,  thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  for  appropriate 
reference  to  committees. 

“(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment  of  rent  and  related 
charges  for  premises,  whether  appropriated  directly  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  or  to  any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  to  make  payments  becoming  due  from  time  to  time  from  the 
United  States  as  current  charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into 
under  authority  of  this  section :  Provided ,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended 
for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such  agreement  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  contract  term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of 
option  to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of 
funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are  hereby  authorized:  Pro-/ 
indcd  further,  That  the  value  of  any  Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged > 
under  any  such  agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder :  Provided,  further.  That 
Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part, 
to  the  purchase  price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that  where 
the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the^ 
amount  of  the  purchase  price,  the  amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except^ 
as  provided  in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act  of  1953, 
be  covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury  of  the  Lfnited  States. 

“(g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to  exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him 
by  this  section  (1)  to  acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or  (2)  to  provide 
space  for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section  for  other 
purposes. 

“  (h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property  acquired  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until 
title  to  the  same  shall  pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

“(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person 
or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application 
thereof  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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“(j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv¬ 
ices  Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 
175),  shall  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect 
after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General 
with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  sections  3733, 
3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  G.  259;  41  U.  S.  C. 
12,  14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370;  40  U.  S.  O.  34)  ; 
section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1935,  as  amended  (60  Stat.  257 ;  40  U.  S.  C. 
304c)  ;  section  407  of  this  Act;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  appli¬ 
cable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property, 
construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  purchase  con¬ 
tract  agreements  executed  under  this  section.” 

Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the  program  authorized 
by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  substitue  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be  required 
from  time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Buildings  Purchase  Contract 
Act  of  1953”. 

TITLE  II— POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement  existing  provisions  of 
law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal  purposes  by  providing  authorization  for 
the  acquisition  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space  through  the  execution 
of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements  under  which  the  United  States  will  ob¬ 
tain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and  will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in  the 
case  of  lease-purchase  agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  described 
therein  at  or  prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed  therein.  It  is  not  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Congress  that  the  program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this  title 
shall  constitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be  required  from  time 
to  time  by  the  postal  service. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  determines  that  (1)  there 
is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for  postal  purposes  in  any  particular  area  which 
cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the  purpose 
then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  the  receipts  of  the  post  office  serving  such 
area  exceed  $10,000  per  year,  and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States 
will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and 
provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  structures  of  permanent-type  con¬ 
struction  in  the  several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and 
possessions  of  the  United  States  (including  Guam),  by  negotiating  and  entering 
into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less  than  ten 
nor  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title 
to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the 
leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in 
each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements.  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  in¬ 
clude  provision  for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of 
rental  payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any  such  agreement 
may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the  fair  market  value  on  the  date 
of  such  agreement  of  the  property  described  therein.  The  financial  transactions 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-purchase  agreements 
shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting  and  auditing  requirements  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  Financial  Control  Act  of  1950  (Act  of  August  17,  1950,  ch.  735. 
Eighty-first  Congress,  second  session). 

(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in 
this  section  with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con¬ 
versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms 
of  applicable  lease-purchase  agreements. 

(c)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  with  any 
person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate 
any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring  about 
the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  purchased  by  the  United  States 
for  postal  purposes,  including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures 
situate  thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such 
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structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  lease-purchase 
agreement. 

(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include  such  provisions  as  the 
Postmaster  General,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations 
imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with  the 
United  States. 

(e)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department  for  the  payment  of  rents 
are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  any  payments 
becoming  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  in  pursuance  of  lease- 
purchase  agreements  entered  into  under  the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided, 
That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
covered  by  any  lease-purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  leasehold 
term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise) 
in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which 
appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Postmaster 
General  is  authorized  to — 

(1)  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agreements  with  any  person,  copartner¬ 
ship,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  on  such  terms  as  the 
Postmaster  General  deems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States, 
for  the  erection  by  such  lessor  of  such  buildings  and  improvements  for  postal 
purposes  as  the  Postmaster  General  deems  appropriate,  on  lands  sold,  leased,  | 
or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster  General  or  otherwise  acquired 
by,  such  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  public  private  entity ; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  section,  and  without  regard 
to  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Act  of 
June  30,1949,  ch.  288,  Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session),  as  amended — 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease,  donation,  or  other¬ 
wise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  United  States,  real  property  and  interests  therein,  for 
use  for  postal  purposes ;  and 

(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests  therein,  acquired  for  use 
or  used  for  postal  purposes  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms  as 
he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States. 

(b )  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department  for  the  payment  of  rents  are 
authorized  to  be  utilized  by  the  Postmaster  General  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he  enters  into  any  lease- 
purchase  or  lease  agreement  under  authority  of  this  title,  include  in  such  agree¬ 
ment  a  provision  for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compensate 
for  any  incrase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased  property. 

Sec.  205.  Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from  sales,  leases,  or  other 
disposals  of  property  acquired  in  the  performance  by  the  Postmaster  General 
of  the  functions  vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current 
applicable  appropriation  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  for  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on  behalf  of  the  United  ' 
States,  to  all  real  property  purchased  by  him  under  authority  of  this  title. 

Sec.  Section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 

l‘;>),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition  in  fee  simple  of  real  property  under  this  title, 
except  that  any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire  real  property  under  this 
title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the 
real  property  described  therein. 

(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (41  U.  S.  C.  5),  shall 
apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  lease-purchase  agreements,  under 
authority  of  section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease  agreements  entered 
into  under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  203  (a)  of  this  title, 
o— 1q \j-Jo ilSoin^>vi^e<^  ky  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  sections 
Vi  o’  an(i  o736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259  -  41 
U.  S.  C.  12,  14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3.  1877  (19  Stat.  370'  40  U  S  C 
34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  applicable  labor  standards  pro- 
u18-1,0!-  relating  the  acquistion  or  disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of 
buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions  performed 
by  the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the  purposes  of  this  title. 
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Sec.  20S.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  title  later  than  a  date 
ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title. 

Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his  annual  report  an  account 
of  transactions  conducted  during  the  applicable  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  this  title. 

Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Post  Office  Department  Property  Act 
of  1953”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  24,  1953. 

Attest :  , 

Lyle  O.  Snadek,  Clerk. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to  permit  an  in¬ 
quiry  begun  at  the  last  session  into  the  general-purpose  legislation  con¬ 
cerning  which  several  bills  have  been  introduced  in  each  House  of  the 
Congress. 

This  hearing  will  be  concerned  particularly  with  H.  R.  6342  which 
is  now  before  us. 

At  the  hearings  which  were  held  late  last  spring  or  early  summer, 
representatives  from  the  General  Services  Administration,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  the  American  Municipal  Association,  and  the  National 
)  Association  of  Real  Estate  Boards  testified  generally,  and  in  an  effort 
to  avoid  any  duplication  of  testimony  I  desire  to  ask  those  who  have 
been  invited  to  appear  here  today  to  speak  specifically  to  the  House  bill 
which  is  before  us  and  to  the  mechanics  by  which  the  General  Services 
Administration,  in  the  first  part  of  the  bill,  and  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  in  the  second  part  of  the  bill,  would  be  permitted  to  enter  into 
the  type  of  agreements  for  which  the  bill  provides. 

A  representative  of  the  General  Services  Administration  and  Mr. 
Edmund  F.  Mansure,  Administrator,  are  here.  Would  they  please 
come  forward  ?  - 

Senator  Stennis.  Let  me  raise  this  point  in  the  record,  please,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  want  to  know  what  would  be  the  situation  if  this  bill 
becomes  law  and  we  have  a  small  town  that  does  not  have  the  willing 
local  capital.  Will  this  policy  preclude  the  present  policy  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  building  post  offices  in  those  small  towns  ? 

In  other  words,  I  want  to  hear  what  these  gentlemen  have  to  say 
about  that  and  also  any  member  of  the  committee.  Although  I  favor 
the  general  bill,  I  wouldn’t  want  us  to  get  off  on  a  new  policy,  adopt 
a  new  policy,  and  say  to  a  small  town,  “You  haven’t  got  local  capital. 

I,  You  are  out.  The  law  has  been  changed.” 

"  We  want  to  keep  that  in  mind. 

Senator  Kuchel.  We  are  delighted  to  have  you  here,  Mr.  Mansure, 
as  Administrator  of  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Senator  Stennis  has  raised  a  question  and  if  you  would  direct  your 
first  comments  to  his  question,  please,  it  would  be  appreciated. 

Senator  Stennis.  I  did  not  mean  to  ask  you  to  take  that  up  first. 
It  is  just  a  question  that  comes  to  my  mind. 
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STATEMENT  OF  EDMUND  F.  MANSURE,  ADMINISTRATOR,  GENERAL 

SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  MAXWELL  H. 

ELLIOTT,  GENERAL  COUNSEL;  W.  E.  REYNOLDS,  COMMISSIONER 

OF  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS;  AND  HARRY  HUNTER,  DEPUTY  COM¬ 
MISSIONER  OF  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS,  GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMIN¬ 
ISTRATION 

Mr.  Mansure.  I  would  like  to  say  that  Mr.  Maxwell  Elliott,  our 
General  Counsel,  and  Mr.  Harry  Hunter,  our  Deputy  Commissioner 
of  Public  Buildings,  will  cover  various  phases  of  this  subject.  Mr. 
W.  E.  Reynolds,  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Buildings,  is  making  a 
speech  right  now  and  he  will  be  here  in  the  next  20  minutes. 

I  would  like  Mr.  Elliott  to  explain  how  we  would  deal  with  a  situ¬ 
ation  such  as  Senator  Stennis  has  brought  up,  which  we  feel  is  very 
impoi'tant. 

Mr.  Elliott.  In  the  first  place,  this  legislation  is  not  intended  to 
provide  an  exclusive  method  of  obtaining  new  post  offices  and  other  ^ 
Federal  buildings.  It  is  just  another  and  additional  tool  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  provide  office  buildings  or  post  offices.  Mr.  Kieb  could  tell 
you  more  about  the  post  office  part  of  it. 

There  still  will  be  Federal  law  to  permit  the  direct  building  of  Fed¬ 
eral  post  offices  or  other  buildings  when  the  authorizations  are  pro¬ 
vided  for  them. 

There  is  a  provision  in  the  Post  Office  title  that  permits  long-term 
leasing  of  Federal  buildings. 

The  third  proposition  is  that  we  do  not  think  that  the  financing  of 
these  buildings  will  necessarily  be  dependent  upon  any  local  capital 
because,  you  see,  the  lease-purchase  will  be  backed  by  a  firm  obligation 
of  the  United  States,  which  is  pretty  darned  good  security.  One  of 
the  values  we  feel  the  legislation  has  is  that  it  is  going  to  attract  insti¬ 
tutional  capital  which  wants  a  safe  return  but  a  relatively  low  one. 
There  is  no  reason  why  an  insurance  company  would  not  be  just  as 
safe  in  financing  a  lease-purchase  building  in  a  little  town  as  in  a 


Senator  Stennis.  Still  the  small  town  would  not  be  precluded  if  it 
/  could  not  attract  most  of  the  outside  capital. 

'Mr.  Elliott.  No,  sir.  There  are  two  methods,  one  by  long-term 
lease  and  the  other  by  direct  building. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  staff  lias  pointed  out  to  me  that  section  102 
of  this  bill,  H.  R.  6342,  on  page  7  reads  as  follows : 

It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the  program  authorized  by  this 
title  shall  constitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the 
construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be  required  from 
time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Senator  Stennis.  That  is  good.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Mansure.  I  would  like  to  bring  out  one  further  point  that  is  not 
in  direct  answer  to  that  question,  but  is  very  important  insofar  as  the 
overall  program  is  concerned,  and  that  is  that  I  am  personally  cogni¬ 
zant  of  the  fact  that  there  are  two  separate  sections  to  this  bill  or  act 
pertaining  to  General  Services  Administration  and  to  the  Post  Office 
Department.  However,  as  far  as  the  relationship  between  the  two 
agencies  is  concerned,  there  is  not  really  a  division  of  operations  be- 
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cause  we  feel,  in  the  General  Services  Administration,  that  what  would 
apply  to  our  operation  and  would  be  effective  for  us,  would  equally 
apply  for  the  Post  Office  Department,  and  so  there  really  is  no  division 
as  far  as  the  practical  phase  of  the  operation  is  concerned. 

Do  you  have  any  question  on  that,  Senator  Kuchel,  that  you  wanted 
to  ask  about  the  relationship  between  the  two  departments? 

Senator  Kuciiel.  No,  I  think  that  we  should  have  in  the  statements 
by  yourself  and  others,  Mr.  Mansure,  precisely  what  authority  is  given 
to  the  General  Services  Administration,  the  extent  of  the  authority, 
and  your  reasons  why  the  authority  should  be  lodged  in  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

Mr.  Mansure.  I  would  like  first  to  make  an  overall  statement. 
Then  I  would  like  Mr.  Elliott  to  express  the  views  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  on  the  aspects  of  the  legislation  which  you 
mentioned,  and  the  Post  Office  representatives  will  explain  their  posi¬ 
tion  and  authority. 

First  of  all,  we  are  so  vitally  interested  in  this  legislation,  I  might 
say,  because  we  see  through  this  a  very  effective  means  of  obtaining 
a  sizable  savings  in  the  operation  of  Government-leased  space. 

For  example,  in  some  cities  where  we  have  a  comparatively  small 
operation  from  an  overall  standpoint,  we  are  paying  as  high  as  from 
half  a  million  dollars  to  $800,000  in  rent.  We  feel  that  at  the  end  of 
the  5  years  which  our  leases  run,  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
that  the  Government  is  in  the  same  position  as  an  individual.  Al! 
we  have  to  show  is  the  receipts  for  this  money  paid  out. 

But  on  top  of  that,  in  many  cases  the  Government  has  to  spend  sub¬ 
stantial  amounts  of  money  on  remodeling  of  buildings  in  order  to 
made  them  usable  for  Government  purposes.  Therefore,  if  we  do  not 
renew  the  lease  at  the  end  of  our  5-year  term,  we  have  that  capital 
investment  in  the  building.  If  we  do  renew  them,  we  are  going  along 
again  with  another  period  of  rent. 

As  this  seems  to  me,  it  is  just  the  same,  to  simplify  the  whole  pro¬ 
gram,  as  a  married  couple  buying  a  home.  They  make  an  investment 
in  a  piece  of  property.  They  decide  they  would  rather  have  the 
ownership  in  it  rather  than  paying  rent.  What  the  Government  is 
actually  doing  is,  that  by  the  payment  of  rent,  in  time,  it  takes  title  to 
that  particular  piece  of  property  and,  therefore,  if  we  put  capital 
improvements  into  the  property  we  are  not  making  them  for  a  private 
ownership  but  we  are  making  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  Government. 

I  am  going  to  anticipate  a  question  immediately,  because  I  think  it 
is  of  great  importance.  It  has  already  been  asked  of  me,  Is  this  going 
to  be  a  tremendous  building  program  that  you  are  starting  out  on  ? 
The  answer  is  a  definite  “No.”  We  have  no  plans,  no  definite  plans  now 
for  the  number  of  buildings  that  would  even  be  considered,  but  that 
would  be  very,  very  small,  because  first  of  all  we  would  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  cost  of  construction  during  any  period  of  construction, 
or  the.  condition  of  the  real  estate  market  at  the  time,  if  the  building 
already  exists. 

Secondly,  we  would  only  consider  the  purchase  or  the  erection  of  a- 
building  where  there  is  not  something  at  present  available  to  take 
care  of  the  needs  of  the  Government.  Why  ?  Because  our  program 
is  to  reduce  the  amount  of  rented  space  rather  than  to  expand  it.  And 
we  are  now  trying  to  move  all  Government  activities  insofar  as  prac¬ 
tical  or  possible  into  existing  Government-owned  properties. 
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Of  course,  you  know  this  year  we  have  an  objective  of  a  17  percent 
reduction  in  leased  space.  So,  when  we  are  reducing  leased  space,  we 
are  not  planning  for  a  big  expansion  or  building  program  under  this 
lease-purchase  authority. 

I  know  that  many  of  the  senators  are  quite  concerned  about  that. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Would  it  be  fair  to  say  that  the  scope  of  the  ex¬ 
pansion  would,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  rest  in  the  discretion  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  ? 

Mr.  Mansure.  Only  to  the  degree  that  we  would  do  the  planning 
and  make  the  proposals.  But  the  discretion  would  rest  with  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  Congress.  Would  you  explain  how  it  is  handled  by  both 
the  Speaker  and  the  President  of  the  Senate,  Mr.  Elliott  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.  Yes,  sir.  As  to  this  first  subject,  the  Administrator 
has  to  make  a  determination  that  the  space  is  needed  for  the  permanent 
activities  of  the  Government. 

Secondly,  under  section  101  (e),  which  appears  on  page  4  of  the 
bill,  there  is  a  provision  prohibiting  the  execution  of  any  purchase  . 
contract  agreement  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000  y 
in  any  year  unless  it  shall  first  have  been  submitted  30  days  in  ad¬ 
vance  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  for  appropriate  reference  to  the  committees. 

The  reason  it  says  “appropriate  reference  to  committees,”  is  because 
there  might  be  several  committees  interested,  depending  upon  the 
prospective  use  of  the  particular  property. 

For  instance,  let  us  suppose  we  had  a  lease-purchase  building  that 
was  going  to  house,  wholly  or  largely,  parts  of  the  Department  of 
Defense.  Quite  likely,  and  I  am  guessing  now,  the  Speaker  and  the 
President  would  want  to  refer  it  both  to  this  committee  and  to  the 
Armed  Services  Committee. 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  would  be  the  duty  or  responsibility  of  the 
committees  to  which  the  notices  had  been  referred  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.  I  would  say  this,  and  I  am  basing  my  answer  on  the 
present  practice  under  a  section  of  our  act  which  says  that  in  ne¬ 
gotiated  sales  of  real  estate,  we  must  make  submissions  to  commit¬ 
tees.  The  present  practice  in  those  circumstances  is  this,  we  make  the 
submission  30  days  in  advance.  The  committee  staff  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  chairman  consider  it.  They  also  always  refer  it  to  the  Senators  , 
from  the  State  or  the  Congressmen  from  the  district  in  which  they  t 
proposed  transaction  is  to  take  place.  If  they  have  any  objections  to 
it,  or  wish  to  modify  any  provision  of  the  proposed  transactions  they 
notify  us  before  the  30  days  are  up  and  ask  us  either  to  hold  it  up 
or  say  they  think  it  is  bad  and  we  should  not  do  it.  If  we  haven’t  heard 
from  them  within  30  days,  we  proceed. 

Senator  Kuchel.  On  this  one  point  you  raised,  if  the  appropriate 
committee  of  the  Senate,  let  us  assume,  objected  to  plan  X  and  so 
advised  you,  what  then  would  be  your  rights  and  responsibilities 
under  the  law  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.  Well,  the  Administrator  would  have  the  technical, 
legal  right  to  proceed  to  execute  the  contract  notwithstanding,  but  I 
think  you  will  agree  that  he  would  be  a  highly  reckless  administrator 
who  would  not  last  very  long  if  he  proceeded  to  execute  such  an 
agreement  against  the  advice  of  the  sponsoring  committee. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Again  on  that  one  point,  would  you  have  any 
objection  to  the  committee  considering  in  this  bill  a  provision,  that  is 
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a  prerequisite  to  the  approval  of  such  plans  as  were  referred  to  it, 
the  committtee  would  have  voluntarily  and  affirmatively  approved 
and,  countrarywise,  if  it  affirmatively  disapproved  the  plan,  the  proj¬ 
ect  no  longer  would  be  proceeded  with.  Do  you  have  any  objection  to 
that  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.  Yes,  I  would.  We  took  that  question  up  last  spring 
with  the  Department  of  Justice  and  I  am  advised  and  authorized  to 
say  that  the  Attorney  General  feels  that  that  would  be  an  unconsti¬ 
tutional  takeover  by  the  legislative  branch  of  an  executive  function 
and  he  would  recommend  a  veto  of  a  bill  which  required  an  affirma¬ 
tive  approval. 

Senator  Stennis.  There  are  certainly  a  lot  of  unconstitutional 
acts  being  done  around  here  all  the  time  because  on  the  real-estate  pur¬ 
chases  by  all  the  armed  services  after  the  bill  is  authorized  and  the 
money  is  appropriated.  It  still  has  to  come  back,  under  the  present 
law,  to  the  Appropriations  Committee  project  by  project,  and  to  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  project  by  project.  Unless  those  com¬ 
mittees  approve  the  project,  that  stops  it.  That  is  the  affirmative  law 
written  into  the  public- works  bill. 

Senator  Kuchel.  That  is  the  wording  of  the  present  statute. 

Senator  Stennis.  Yes,  and  that  has  been  the  practice  ever  since  I 
have  been  on  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  to  follow  that  course  of 
action. 

Mr.  Elliott.  I  believe  the  language  in  the  military-construction 
bill  is  that  the  Department  of  Defense  shall  “come  into  agreement” 
with  the  committees,  and  that  has  been  construed  to  mean,  not  as 
requiring  an  affirmative  approval  as  a  matter  of  law,  but  as  requiring 
a  submission  to  the  committee  for  their  consideration. 

As  a  practical  matter,  you  are  absolutely  right;  if  the  committee 
says  “No,”  nobody  goes  ahead  with  it. 

Senator  Kuchel.  On  that  point,  if  the  language  is  “shall  come 
into  agreement  with,”  if  there  were  a  failure  to  come  into  agreement 
with,  then  what  would  the  right  of  the  Defense  Establishment  be? 

Mr.  Elliott.  I  would  prefer  that  they  answer  that  question,  but  it 
is  my  understanding  that  their  feeling  is,  and  the  Department  of 
Justice  feeling  is,  that  it  does  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  require  abso¬ 
lute  approval. 

Mr.  Mansure.  I  might  answer  that  question  from  a  practical  oper¬ 
ating  standpoint,  because  in  the  first  place  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  a  service  organization.  We  are  an  administrative 
organization.  We  have  to  live  with  the  various  committees  of  Con¬ 
gress  because,  after  all,  we,  to  a  degree,  are  their  representatives  in 
these  various  operations  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

Now,  for  us  not  to  follow  the  advice  or  the  direction  of  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  Congress  would  be  most  ridiculous,  I  mean  from  an  operat¬ 
ing  standpoint. 

But  secondly,  all  these  negotiations  that  we  enter  into  are  on  the  \ 
basis  of  moneys  that  are  made  available  to  us  for  the  payment  of  rent,  j 
We  are  not  obligating  ourselves  beyond  what  appropriations  we  have 
because  any  of  these  payments  have  to  come  out  of  our  rent  moneys,  and 
we  are  paying  for  a  building  actually  out  of  rent  that  we  would  be 
paying  for  the  use  of  that  space.  So,  there  is  a  very  definite  limita¬ 
tion  on  our  authority  by  virtue  of  the  moneys  that  are  appropriated 
to  us  to  use  in  the  payment  of  rent. 
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Senator  Ivuchel.  On  that  point,  Mr.  Mansure,  let  me  ask  this  ques¬ 
tion  :  I  assume  that  a  lease-purchase  agreement  by  which  the  Federal 
Government  would  acquire  title  after  a  given  number  of  years,  the 
monthly  payments  by  the  Government  would  be  somewhat  larger 
than  were  they  merely  rent.  In  other  words,  the  larger  payments 
would  be  grounded  on  that  part  of  the  monthly  payments  which  would 
represent  the  capital  investment  of  the  builder’s  interest  on  his  invest¬ 
ment  and  so  forth. 

•  Now,  to  that  extent,  would  it  be  fair  to  say  that  when  a  contract 
would  be  entered  into  as  a  lease-purchase  agreement,  that  there  would 
be  a  moral  obligation  on  the  Congress  to  continually  appropriate, 
continue  appropriating  to  meet  the  monthly  payments  which  would  be 
required  to  be  made  in  future  fiscal  years? 

Mr.  Mansure.  I  would  say  “Yes,”  but  there  is  a  moral  obligation 
now  for  the  payment  of  rent  when  we  enter  into  a  5-year  lease.  I 
would  say  “Yes.” 

Senator  Kuchel.  Just  exactly  what  types  of  authority  are  given? 

Turn  to  the  second  page  of  the  bill,  for  example.  There,  an  author-  A 
ity  for  anyone  entering  into  a  purchase  contract  is  given,  and  then  later" 
on  in  the  bill  authority  is  given  for  an  exchange  right  by  which  prop¬ 
erty  could  be  disposed  of  by  an  administrator  and  the  moneys  from 
that  disposal  thereafter  used  for  the  acquisition  of  other  real  property. 
Would  you  discuss  just  what  types  of  authority  are  given  to  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration?  It  isn’t  the  moneys.  Would  you 
explain  that,  Mr.  Elliott? 

Mr.  Elliott.  Yes,  sir.  It  is  authority  and  it  is  at  the  bottom  of 
page  4  and  the  top  of  page  5  of  the  bill,  to  have  an  exchange,  but  that 
is  an  exchange  in  kind  and  we  are  not  authorized  to  take  the  proceeds 
of  a  disposal  and  then  use  those  proceeds,  except  in  the  technical  sense. 
If  you  will  look  at  lines  6  through  9  on  page  5  in  that  proviso,  that 
if  we  make  an  exchange  and  the  property  which  we  are  acquiring 
is  valued  at  more  than  the  property  which  we  are  disposing  of,  we 
can  take  the  value  of  the  property  being  disposed  of  and  credit  that 
against  the  amount  that  we  owe  the  owners  of  the  new  building  and 
then  we  will  pay  the  balance  out  of  our  rent  money  as  we  go  along. 

But  there  is  no  revolving  fund  or  anything  of  that  kind  that  would 
permit  us  to  take  the  disposal  money  and  go  out  and  make  new  deals 
without  reference  to  the  Appropriations  Committee.  4 

Senator  Kuchel.  Your  basic  authority  would  be  to  enter  into  pur¬ 
chase  contracts  not  less  than  10  nor  more  than  25  years  which  would 
provide  that  title  should  rest  in  the  United  States  at  the  termination 
of  the  contract. 

Mr.  Elliott.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Would  you  give  an  example  of  how  that  would 
actually  work  out,  any  basic  authority  ? 

Mr.  M  ansure.  Mr.  Reynolds  is  now  here,  and  perhaps  he  can  ex¬ 
plain  that. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  sir.  Was  your  question  directed  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  exchange  of  properties  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  No,  sir.  First,  just  an  example  as  to  what  you 
would  do  in  a  given  instance  under  the  terms  of  section  411  (a). 
In  other  words,  you  want  to  enter  into  a  lease-purchase  contract. 
What  would  be  the  facts  that  would  indicate  to  you  you  should  enter 
into  such  a  contract  ? 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  I  think  the  basic  reasons  would  flow  from  inability 
to  <ret  space  of  the  type  and  character  that  you  are  looking  for.  The 
coiTcept  of  this  plan  arose  some  3  or  4  years  ago  when  we  were  attempt¬ 
ing  to  get  someone  to  build  space  for  us  and  inasmuch  as  theie  is 
a  limitation  on  the  period  of  rental  and  an  entrepreneur  would  be 
required  to  protect  his  investment,  the  rents  were  very  high  and  they 
actually  refused  to  construct  for  us.  Fortunately^  in  the  last,  ‘2  years 
we  have  been  able  to  have  about  2  million  square  feet  of  warehouse 
space  built  subject  only  to  5-year  rentals. 

There  is  an  example  of  where  we  would  have  applied  this  law  ii 
we  had  had  it  because  it  would  have  resulted  in  an  annual  cost  of 
about  20  to  25  cents  a  square  foot  to  the  Government,  which  would 
have  run  about  $400,000  or  $500,000  a  year.  . 

Now,  there  is  another  special  type  of  structure,  and  authority  is 
sought  in  title  I  here  to  enter  into  those  purchase  contracts  for  large- 
type  buildings  and  post  offices,  that  have  a  special  purpose  only,  and 

again  you  cannot  rent  space.  .  ,  ,  .  , ...  • 

It  is  clear  in  tlie  hearings  and  in  the  legislation  that  this  bill  is 
►  not  to  take  the  place  of  any  public  works  bill. 

We  do  not  believe  that  it  should  do  that,  although  there  is  some 
feelino-  that  it  will  do  a  public  works  job  in  a  measure,  m  case  there 
was  a 'demand  that  action  be  taken  rather  quickly  in  certain  areas 

But  it  is  more  for  the  special-type  structures  and  the  type  of  build¬ 
ing  that  we  are  unable  to  rent  due  to  location  or  design. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Going  back  to  your  warehouse  example  where 
the  Government,  you  say,  might  have  saved  money,  take  a  specific 
warehouse  in  the  city  which  you  have  been  renting.  Now,  under 
this  bill,  it  is  your  statement  that  the  Government  might  have  en¬ 
tered  into  a  lease-purchase  contract  and  purchased  that  building 
by  making  payments  over  a  given  number  of  years. 

'  Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right.  . 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  is  the  basis  for  the  saving?  Can  you  indi- 

Ccitc  wliy  ? 

Mr  Reynolds.  Yes,  sir.  We  will  say  that  you  are  an  entrepreneur. 
You  offer  your  building,  a  building  for  the  Government,  under  a  5- 
vear  lease.  The  design  of  the  building  is  such,  and  its  location  is  such, 
that  there  is  a  question  whether,  at  the  end  of  the  5-year  period,  m 
the  event  of  cancellation  by  the  Government,  whether  you  have  a  use 
f-  for  the  property.  Therefore,  it  is  incumbent  upon  you  to  reduce  the 
capital  investment  as  much  as  you  can.  The  difficulty  you  run  into 
then  is  that  the  income  tax  begins  to  eat  into  the  picture  also.  So, 
you  are  required,  for  your  own  safety,  to  get  the  maximum  usually 
permitted  under  law,  which  is  the  15  percent  established  by  the  Econ¬ 
omy  Act.  Under  this  legislation,  that  15  percent  would  drop  down 
to  approximately  9  percent. 

Now,  more  recently,  we  entered  into  a  5-year  lease. for  an  office  build¬ 
ing  in  the  Northwest.  It  is  a  special-purpose  building.  There  we  got 
an  exceptionally  good  deal  of  around  8  percent  per  annum.  But  an 
insurance  company  said  that  they  would  refinance  that  at  one-fouith 
of  1  percent  less  and  give  title  at  the  end  of  20  years. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  You  were  not  in  a  position  to  accept? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No,  we  were  not.  The  exchange  features  on  this  bill 
are  another  important  factor.  I  can  give  you  two  examples  in  your 
own  State.  One  is  the  hotel  at  100  McAllister  Avenue  in  San  Fran- 
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cisco,  which  was  purchased  by  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corpora¬ 
tion  prior  to  the  war  for  the  use  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Bureau.  It 
is  a  good  location  for  a  hotel,  but  business  was  not  good  in  the  hotel 
business  in  those  days.  It  was  purchased  as  an  office  building.  It 
does  not  make  a  good  office  building. 

We  have  people  who  are  willing  to  take  that  property  off  our  hands 
and  convert  it  back*  to  a  hotel  and  build  an  office  building  designed  for 
our  purpose,  which  would  not  only  serve  the  community  better  but 
would  serve  us  infinitely  better  from  an  administrative  standpoint. 

They  have  the  old  mint  down  in  San  Francisco  in  the  heart  of  the 
city.  We  operate  it  as  an  office  building.  It  is  a  very  poor  office 
budding,  but  still  we  cannot  declare  it  surplus.  Proposals  have  been 
made  from  people  in  San  Francisco  to  take  that  in  a  similar  transac¬ 
tion. 

We  have  other  properties  throughout  the  United  States  that  are  not 
very  useful  to  the  Government,  but  still,  at  the  same  time,  there  we 
can  use  them — but  that  would  be  very  useful  to  somebody  else. 

Mr.  Mansure.  The  15  percent  that  Mr.  Reynolds  referred  to  is  15  j 
percent  of  the  value  of  the  property.  We  are  allowed  to  pay  in  rent* 
up  to  15  percent  of  the  value  of  the  property  in  any  one  year. 

There  is  another  very  important  thing,  from  the  operating  stand¬ 
point,  to  be  considered,  and  that  is  the  dispersal  of  Government  offices 
and  agencies  overall,  particularly  in  a  larger  city,  making  it  very 
difficult  for  citizens  to  do  business  with  the  Government.  By  legis¬ 
lation  of  this  kind,  we  could  bring  those  offices  together  into  a  func¬ 
tional  type  of  building  which  would  be  a  service  building  in  the  proper 
location  for  Government  operations. 

As  you  know,  in  various  parts  of  the  country  there  are  local  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  under  way  for  having  so-called  municipal  and  civic 
and  Federal  centers.  Under  the  present  arrangement,  we  are  at  a 
great  disadvantage  in  joining  in  any  of  those  projects  because  of  the 
special  use  type  or  other  special  type  of  building  which  we  should  have 
for  Government  use.  If  it  is  an  office  type  of  building,  of  course  if 
the  Government  should  go  out  at  the  end  of  5  years’  time,  there  is  the 
use  for  that  building.  When  we  speak  of  our  warehouses,  sometimes, 
as  far  as  our  store  operation  is  concerned,  the  word  is  misused.  They 
are  not  warehouses  but  are  store  depots  and  those  buildings  are  for 
the  special  use  of  supplying  various  agencies  of  the  Government  with  . 
their  common-use  supplies.  That  is  everything  from  a  typewriter 
ribbon  to  a  scrub  bucket. 

You  can  readily  see  that  we  have  to  have  a  certain  location  for  that 
building.  We  have  to  have  a  building  of  a  particular  type  and  there 
is  a  great  risk  on  the  part  of  anybody  constructing  that  building  and 
renting  it  to  the  Government  if  we  do  move  out  at.  the  end  of  5  years, 
or  if  there  is  some  change  and  we  do  not  continue,  so  that  he  has  to  get 
his  return  on  his  investment  as  nearly  as  possible  while  he  has  a  firm 
lease. 

G.y  this  type  of  legislation,  that  would  be  eliminated  because  it 
would  be  based  on  purely  an  investment  on  the  part  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  over  10,  15,  20,  or  25  years,  whatever  the  arrangement  would 
Gf  eouise,  it  has  been  brought  out  that  there  is  no  better  financing 
than  Government  security.  So,  therefore,  we  would  be  financing  by 
private  capital  at  probably  the  best  possible  terms  on  which  any  type 
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of  construction  of  this  kind  could  be  erected,  without  a  specific  public^ 
works  appropriation  from  the  Congress. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Are  there  any  questions,  Senator  Holland? 

Senator  Holland.  Not  at  this  point. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Senator  Gore? 

Genator  Gore.  Not  at  this  point. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Would  the  General  Services  Administration  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  committee  considering  the  language  to  which  Senator 
Stennis  referred  relative  to  the  notifications  to  the  congressional 
committees  and  the  agreement  of  the  congressional  committees? 

Mr.  Elliott.  I  would  have  to  take  that  up  with  the  Budget  Bureau 
and  the  Department  of  Justice  before  I  could  answer  that  question. 
1  do  know  that  they  did  specifically  approve  the  language  of  the 
bill  as  it  now  stands  and  they  did  say  that  they  could  not  approve  the 
language  of  the  bill  requiring  affirmative  approval. 

Senator  Gore  and  Senator  Holland  will  remember  that  2  years 
ago  there  was  a  bill  for  purchase  of  post  offices  which  was  vetoed  by 
the  President  because  it  required  an  approval  of  the  committees. 

As  to  what  you  might  call  this  intermediate  language  which  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  military  construction  bill,  I  will  be  glad,  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  wishes,  to  take  it  up  with  the  Attorney  General  and  find  the 
answer,  but  that  is  where  the  answer  would  have  to  come  from. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Perhaps  it  would  be  wise  if  you  could  furnish 
the  subcommittee  with  your  facts  on  that. 

Senator  Holland.  I  was  not  here  when  Senator  Stennis  made  that 
suggestion.  Did  he  suggest  for  this  operation  the  same  method  that 
is  now  followed  in  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  notification  of 
that  committee  and  the  approval  by  a  subcommittee? 

Mr.  Mansure.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Elliott.  There  may  be  some  question  as  to  whether  approval 
is  actually  required  under  that  procedure.  The  language  in  the 
military  bill  says  that  the  secretary  of  the  appropriate  military  depart¬ 
ment  shall  come  into  agreement  with  the  committee.  As  a  practical 
matter,  of  course,  under  any  language  nobody  is  going  ahead  if  the 
committee  tells  theta  "not  to. 

Senator  Holland.  I  think  you  are. making  a  difference  where  there 
is  no  distinction  or  a  distinction  where  there  is  no  difference  because 
the  wording  of  this  armed  services  bill  is  that — 

the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  others  shall  come  into  agreement  with  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  with  respect  to 
those  real  estate  actions. 

Coming  into  agreement  certainly  indicates  that  prior  approval  must 
be  given. 

Mr.  Elliott.  There  is  some  background  for  a  contrary  construc¬ 
tion,  Senator  Holland.  At  the  time  this  bill,  or  a  similar  bill,  was  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  2  years  ago,  Congressman  Hardy  with,  I  believe, 
the  approval  of  Congressman  Vinson,  who  was  then  chairman  of  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee,  on  the  floor  stated  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  require  an  affirmative  approval  as  a  prerequisite,  a  legal 
prerequisite,  but  merely  to  have  a  discussion  with  the  committee.  I 
can  get  the  reference  to  the  debate  on  the  floor  and  apply  the  precise 
language  to  the  committee,  if  you  wish. 
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Senator  Holland.  I  have  quoted  from  the  precise  wording  of  the 
title  on  this  point  and  the  provision  is  that  the  administrative  officers 
shall  come  into  agreement  with  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
Now,  if  an  agreement  between  the  two  does  not  mean  that  each  of  them 
has  not,  by  the  time  that  agreement  is  reached,  approved  the  actions 
to  be  taken,  I  wouldn’t  know  the  meaning  of  the  words. 

Mr.  Elliott.  All  I  can  say  is  that  is  what  a  member  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  said  at  the  time  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Mansure.  Isn’t  this  really  a  question  for  the  Department  of 
Justice  and  the  Budget  Bureau  rather  than  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration.  This  is  something  beyond  our  jurisdiction.  I  believe 
that  is  what  we  were  trying  to  bring  out,  not  that  we  are  opposed  to 
it,  but  we  cannot  accept  it. 

Senator  Holland.  I  appreciate  your  difficulty  but  I  don’t  know  that. 
Having  had  some  part  in  this  in  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  it 
has  been  interpreted  as  requiring  the  representative  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  because  in  this  transaction  which  I  did  know 
about,  the  General  Services  Administration  would  not  move  until  J 
approval  was  given. 

Mr.  Elliott.  That  was  the  practice  and  the  practical  side  to  which 
reference  was  made.  I  do  not  think  there  has  been  an  opportunity 
to  have  a  legal  opinion  because  nobody  would  move  anyway. 

Senator  Holland.  Except  we  do  not  have  to  have  a  legal  opinion 
every  time  we  build  a  little  building  or  make  a  change  in  a  building. 

Senator  Gore.  The  agency  would  not  move,  meaning  that  the  agency 
would  not  consummate  a  contract  about  which  the  committee  expressed 
disagreement. 

Unless  there  is  a  provision  for  notice,  and  adequate  time  for  the 
committee  to  consider,  the  contract  might  very  well  be  consummated 
before  the  committee  becomes  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  Elliott.  In  the  House  bill  before  you  now,  on  page  4,  lines  11 
to  16,  it  requires  30  days’  advance  notice  on  each  transaction  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
for  reference  to  the  appropriate  committees. 

Senator  Gore.  But  does  not  contain  any  provision  requiring  action 
by  the  committee  before  you  act. 

Mr.  Elliott.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Holland.  It  does  not  have  any  such  condition  as  that  that* 
is  included  in  the  armed  services  property  provision  which  I  have 
already  quoted  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Elliott.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Gore.  You  say  you  have  had  experience  with  the  operation 
of  this  title  6.  Are  you  aware  of  any  difficulty  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  has  encountered  in  acquiring  that  which  is  in  the  public 
interest  ? 

Senator  Holland.  No.  The  dealings  that  I  have  had  with  them 
have  had  to  do  with  the  sale,  in  each  instance,  of  properties  that  were 
declared  to  be  surplus,  that  were  part  of  the  military  base  or  an  air¬ 
base  at  one  time  or  had  been  acquired  for  one  purpose  and  which  had 
been  declared  surplus  property  or  which  there  was  a  chance  to  sell  for 
purposes  that  were  good  for  the  community,  and  General  Services 
Administration,  in  those  instances,  has  not  been  willing  to  move  at  all 
in  matters  that  I  have  observed  them  on  without  having  the  matter 
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in  any  way  submitted  to  the  Armed  Services  Committee  for  approval 
by  them.  I  have  understood  that  that  is  a  condition  precedent,  in 
their  own  opinion,  to  willingness  to  act. 

Senator  Chavez.  Did  not  the  Armed  Services  Committee  recently, 
say  2  weeks  ago,  pass  on  the  requirements  under  the  authorization  for 
the  building  of  the  Spanish  bases  under  the  agreement  signed  last 
summer,  and  the  Air  Corps  and  the  Navy  and  the  rest  of  them  went 
to  the  Armed  Services  Committee  to  obtain  clearance  for  the  money 
they  could  expend  this  year  or  next  year  ? 

Senator  Holland.  That  may  be  true.  I  do  not  have  that  specific 
information. 

Senator  Chavez.  What  would  be  wrong  with  having  language 
which  is  similar  to  that  contained  in  the  armed  services  setup  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.  We  are  not  in  a  position  to  answer  that  question. 
It  is  something  that  would  have  to  be  referred  to  the  Budget  Bureau 
and  to  the  Attorney  General.  I  do  know  that  the  Attorney  General 
has  said  that  the  language  now  appearing  in  the  bill  is  agreeable  to 
him,  and  language  specifically  requiring  approval  of  the  committee 
would  not  be  agreeable  to  him.  I  don’t  know  about  this  language,  but 
we  will  certainly  try  to  find  out  and  notify  the  committee. 

Senator  Holland.  Would  you  mind  answering  specifically  whether 
approval  of  the  language  similar  to  section  601  of  the  bill  I  have  read 
is  desirable? 

Mr.  Elliott.  Yes,  I  understand  that. 

Senator  Chavez.  I  believe  that  the  opportunity  for  Congress  to 
pass  favorably  on  the  proposed  legislation  would  have  a  better  chance 
if  you  did  have  language  of  similar  nature. 

Mr.  Manstjre.  Of  course  it  would  actually  be  a  sort  of  a  protection 
to  us.  We  would  be  a  little  more  sure  of  our  ground  in  making  the 
decision  if  we  had  the  approval. 

Mr.  Elliott.  There  was  some  discussion  of  that  question  in  the 
House.  Some  of  the  gentlemen  in  the  House  felt  that  requiring  their 
affirmative  approval  tied  their  hands  on  subsequent  investigations 
and  chastisement  of  the  executive  branch  for  poor  transactions. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  is  the  use  of  chastising  them  after  the  thing 
is  done? 

Senator  Holland.  This  committee  isn’t  worrying  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  chastisement.  We  are  trying  to  work  out  a  working  basis 
under  which  we  will  be  justified  in  delegating  authority  that  has 
not  been  delegated  before  in  such  broad  fields.  On  the  basis  where 
the  legislative  arm  of  the  Government  will  still  be  advised,  the  legis¬ 
lative  part,  in  making  the  decision  though  it  would  be  made  in  a 
specific  instance  in  a  much  less  official  and  detailed  and  lengthy 
way  than  would  be  required  if  legislation  were  passed.  We  do  not 
want  to  lay  a  basis  for  a  criticism  but  have  it  so  well  worked  out 
that  there  will  not  be  a  ground  for  criticism. 

Senator  Gore.  I  gather  you  are  not  unfavorably  impressed  with 
the  proposal  since  you  say  it  would  give  to  you  and  your  agency 
some  safeguard. 

Mr.  Mansure.  I  do  not  know  the  views  of  the  Department  of 
Justice  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  this  proposal.  I  would 
not  want  to  express  an  opinion  or  attempt  to  state  their  position. 
It  would  give  us  a  protection,  and  also  the  same  thing,  2  heads  are 
better  than  1. 
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Senator  Holland.  This  agency  does  handle  the  specific  provisions 
of  the  armed  services  disposal  machinery  and  has  been  following 
the  path  of  submitting  any  proposed  sales  of  surplus  property  coming 
out  of  the  defense  field  by  submitting  the  proposed  sale  to  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  and  then  working  out  an  agreement  with  them. 

Has  there  been  any  handicap  upon  reasonable  action  by  your 
agency  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.'.  No,  sir.  I  might  say  that  under  either  language  I 
would  not  contemplate  that  the  actual  practice  would  be  any  different. 

Senator  Holland.  Then  you  haven't  found  any  handicap  or  any 
difficulty  arising  under  the  operation  of  this  provision  in  the  field  of 
disposal  of  the  property  that  is  surplus  to  the  armed  services  that 
would  make  you  reluctant  to  a  similar  proposal  placed  in  this  bill  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.  No;  not  so  far  as  any  operational  handicap  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  Mansure.  I  would  like  to  say  one  more  word;  although  this  bill 
is  divided  into  two  parts  between  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  and  the  Post  Office,  the  two  agencies  are  in  complete  accord  with  . 
each  other,  that  is  from  the  standpoint  of  the  actual  operation  and  ’ 
the  functioning  of  this  legislation,  and  I  bring  that  up  because  our 
problems  are  mutual  and  I  wanted  you  to  understand  that  there  is 
no  disagreement  between  the  Post  Office  and  the  General  Services 
Administration  on  this  legislation. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  and  to  be 
heard. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Mansure,  and  the 
other  gentlemen  who  accompanied  you. 

We  will  now  hear  from  Mr.  Ivieb,  the  Assistant  Postmaster  General. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ORMONDE  A.  KIEB,  ASSISTANT  POSTMASTER 

GENERAL,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  ROLLIN  BARNARD,  DIRECTOR, 

REAL  ESTATE  DIVISION;  BEN  GUILL,  ADMINISTRATIVE  AID; 

AND  IRVING  THOMAS,  ADMINISTRATIVE  AID 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  would  like  to  introduce  some  gentlemen  from  the  Post 
Office  team  to  you  today.  This  is  the  director  of  our  Real  Estate 
Division,  Mr.  Rollin  Barnard. 

The  next  gentleman  is  my  administrative  aid,  Mr.  Irving  Thomas,  i 
from;  the  State  of  Washington. 

We  are  pleased  this  morning  to  have  one  of  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral’s  administrative  aids  to  be  with  us,  Mr.  Ben  Guill,  from  Texas. 

Senator  Kuchel.  In  the  interest  of  time,  could  you,  Mr.  Kieb.  or 
one  of  the  representatives  of  the  Post  Office  Department  indicate  if 
there  is  any  different  type  of  authority  given  to  the  Post  Office  under 
title  II  than  is  given  to  the  General  Services  Administration  under 
title  I? 

Mr.  Kieb.  Yes,  sir;  there  are  some  differences.  Title  II  is  divided 
into  two  parts  and  the  first  section  of  title  II  is  devoted  to  lease-pur¬ 
chase  legislation,  which  is  one  tool,  and  the  second  part  of  title  II  is 
an  extension  of  our  present  leasing  authorization  which  is  designed 
to  sharpen  our  tools  in  the  job  ahead  of  us. 

Senator  Kuchel.  In  the  first  part,  are  there  anv  differences  in 
.that  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  Yes,  sir. 
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Senator  Kuchel.  Would  you  point  that  out  as  you  make  your 
statement ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  Yes,  sir.  I  have  a  very  short  statement,  merely  to  sum¬ 
marize  our  appearance  before. 

I  was  privileged  to  appear  before  your  committee  on  July  24,  1953, 
and  speak  to  the  provisions  of  S.  2041  and  the  related  legislation, 
H.  R.  6342.  There  was  placed  in  the  record,  on  that  date,  a  rather 
lengthy  statement  we  had  prepared,  analyzing  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion,  S.  2041.  On  that  occasion,  I  stated  that  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  favored  the  bill,  subject  to  a  proposed  amendment,  and  I  wish  to 
reaffirm  today  our  hopes  and  desires  that  your  committee  will  find  it 
proper  to  take  affirmative  action  on  this  lease  legislation. 

The  suggested  amendments  to  S.  2041  are  found  in  title  II  of  H.  R. 
6342,  which  you  now  have  in  your  committee.  With  your  permission, 
I  should  like,  today,  to  again  discuss  with  you  these  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  which  related  primarily  to  the  Post  Office  Department.  They 
would  provide  us  with  much-needed  additional  leasing  tools  and  tech¬ 
niques.  Lease-purchase,  the  first  half  of  title  II,  H.  R.  6342,  is  one 
such  tool.  Long-term  leases,  with  renewal  options,  the  second  half, 
of  title  II,  H.  R.  6342,  is  another  imperatively  needed  tool. 

Linder  the  terms  of  the  language  of  this  title  in  this  bill,  we  can  pro¬ 
vide  our  needed  space  requirements  for  growth  and  expansion  as  well 
as  modernization  for  post  offices,  postal  stations,  rail  and  truck  termi¬ 
nals,  parcel  post  annexes,  garages,  airmail  stations,  et  cetera.  The 
provisions  of  title  II  permit  us  to  take  advantage  of  the  open  compet¬ 
itive  market  in  the  field  of  private  building  construction,  control  the 
location  which  we  determine  is  most  suitable  for  our  needs  and  through 
space  required  to  the  best  interests  of  Government  and  the  taxpayers. 

There  is  no  conflict  or  inconsistency  between  the  provisions  of  title 
I  and  title  II  of  the  legislation.  To  the  contrary,  they  present  the  com¬ 
plete  authority  necessary  for  a  well-rounded  procurement  program. 
Title  I  will  provide  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  with  mod¬ 
ern  tools,  and  title  II  will  provide  the  Postmaster  General  with 
modern  tools.  Both  titles  will  eliminate  duplication  and  conflict  in 
operation  and  will  provide  flexibility  for  cooperation  between  the  two 
Departments. 

We  have  tried  to  provide — because  we  feel  them  proper  and  desir¬ 
able — checks,  balances,  limitations,  and  controls  so  that  Congress 
would  know  what  deals  we  make  under  this  authority  and  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  an  arm  of  Congress,  can  easily  audit  our  operations. 

In  respect  to  the  question  asked  by  Senator  Stennis  regarding  the 
effect  of  this  legislation  on  the  small  towns,  we  feel  it  will  help  our 
legislation  in  small  towns  and  help  this  small  town.  This  is  no  substi¬ 
tute  for  a  Federal  public-building  program  and  it  will  help  us  to  pro¬ 
vide  modern  facilities  in  those  towns.  There  is  adequate  mortgage 
financing  on  a  national  basis  available  to  support  local  enterprises  in 
the  building  of  those  buildings  and  make  these  leases.  We  feel  this 
will  take  advantage  of  the  lowest  interest  rate  of  investment  money 
available  to  us. 

I  have  not  prepared  an  exact  relation  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
lease-purchase  requirement  as  against  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  requirement.  The  history  of  this  legislation  is  briefly  this: 
There  had  been  a  bill  in  the  House  Post  Office  Committee  relating  to 
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the  Post  Office  Department  and  there  had  been  a  bill  in  the  House 
relating  to  the  General  Services  Administration,  similar  legislation, 
and  they  were  worked  together  and  combined  so  that  the  Congress 
could  handle  the  whole  problem  of  these  two  agencies  at  one  time,  and 
they  were  put  together  and  separated  in  the  bill  because  our  problems 
are  quite  different  from  the  General  Services  problems. 

We  are  handling  some  2,000  negotiations  at  a  time  in  the  post  office. 
We  have  some  40,000  post  offices  to  take  care  of,  plus  the  need  for  some 
6,500  other  properties.  Some  of  them  are  special  purpose  although 
we  are  trying  to  work  out  standard  layouts  and  standard  buildings  to 
eliminate  the  special  purpose  buildings  as  far  as  possible  and  get 
diverse  use  which  again  will  help  us  in  our  rent  structure. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Generally  speaking,  Mr.  Kieb,  in  sections  201  and 
202  (a),  which  appear  on  page  8  of  this  bill,  the  Postmaster  General 
would  have  authority  to  enter  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  to 
run  not  less  than  10  nor  more  than  25  years. 

Mr.  Kieb.  Yes,  you  are  right. 

Senator  Kuchel.  With  title  passing  at  the  expiration  of  the  con¬ 
tract  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Do  you  have  in  subsequent  sections  the  authority 
for  the  exchange  which  the  General  Services  Administration  will 
have? 

Mr.  Kieb.  No,  because  the  Post  Office  Department  holds  title  to 
only  one  piece  of  property.  Ours  is  a  leasing  matter.  We  operate 
3,300  Government-owned  buildings  and  the  title  is  vested  with  the 
General  Services  Administration.  We  plan  to  cooperate  with  the 
General  Services  Administration  wherever  that  type  of  real-estate 
tool  can  be  helpful  to  us. 

Senator  Kuchel.  It  would  give  you  authority  to  dispose  of  post 
office  A  and  use  the  proceeds  as  a  base  for  purchasing  a  new  post 
office  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  Yes.  The  committee  knows  there  are  approximately 
some  300  sites  around  the  country  that  the  Government  owns,  and  are 
now  municipally  tax  exempt,  that  were  purchased  under  an  old  pro¬ 
gram  for  postal  use.  We  are  surveying  those  and  where  those  prop¬ 
erties  can  be  used  is  perhaps  the  one  place  that  we  would  be  most  likely 
to  use  a  lease-purchase  tool  by  taking  that  property  and  entering  into 
a  long-term  lease  with  a  proponent  and  then  going  into  a  lease-pur¬ 
chase  provision  or  a  building  that  would  be  designed  for  our  purposes 
so  that  at  the  end  of  the  period,  the  building  which  is  leased  on  land 
which  is  owned  by  the  Government  would  all  revert  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  That  probably  is  the  greatest  single  place  that  I  can  think  of 
where  we  could  use  the  lease-purchase  tool  most  effectively. 

Where  we  are  surveying  the  sites  and  we  find  that  they  no  longer 
fit  our  pattern  of  operation  and  are  no  longer  in  the  right  location  for 
us,  we  are  declaring  them  surplus  so  that  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  can  dispose  of  them.  Where  those  sites  are  suitable  for 
exchange  for  a  building  of  the  type  of  property  which  we  can  use  by 
working  with  and  cooperating  with  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion,  we  would  work  under  their  authority. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Is  there  any  restriction  on  the  authority  of  the 
Postmaster  General  in  the  bill  with  respect  to  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments  ? 
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Mr.  Kieb.  Authority  basically  by  checks  and  balances  and  controls. 
In  the  first  place,  this  authority  runs  for  a  10-year  period  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  and  it  is  limited  to  that. 

Secondly,  we  may  make  no  acquisition  prior  to  the  termination  of 
the  basic  lease  term.  We  feel  very  definitely  that  this  lease  term 
should  be  as  long  as  we  can  get  it  for  rather  than  short.  The  longer 
the  term,  the  lower  the  rent,  and  wrapped  up  in  the  rent,  of  course, 
would  be  an  amortization  factor  which,  over  20  years,  would  be  very 
little  more,  if  any  more,  than  a  depreciation  item  which  most  owners 
charge.  So  we  believe  we  can  negotiate  as  far  as  necessary  on  very 
little^  if  any,  additional  rent  if  carried  over  a  long  enough  period 
of  time. 

The  short-term  lease,  of  course,  if  we  use  lease  purchase,  would 
have  to  be  the  lease  at  higher  rents. 

This  bill  also  provides  that  all  of  the  details  and  transactions,  nego¬ 
tiations  that  are  handled  under  this  legislation,  must  be  specifically 
reported  by  the  Postmaster  General  in  his  annual  report. 

L  We  know  and  welcome  the  audit  of  the  General  Accounting  Office. 

'  We  feel  tltat  is  entirely  proper  and  would  seek  to  keep  these  details 
separately  handled  so  that  they  might  readily  audit  and  have  complete 
information  with  respect  to  it.  This  is  also  subject  to  an  annual  re¬ 
view  from  the  Appropriations  Committee  because  we  have  no  special 
appropriation  to  do  this  job.  .  — - 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  actually  would  be  the  rights  of  the  private 
individual  who  enters  into  a  lease-purchase  contract  with  you  and  the 
Appropriations  Committee  turned  down  a  request  for  a  continuing 
appropriation  ?  What  are  the  legal  remedies  of  the  private  individual 
who  would  be  dealing  with  you? 

Mr.  Kieb.  You  are  an  attorney  and  I  am  a  real-estate  man  and  I 
don’t  know  enough  about  law  to  give  you  a  good  answer.  It  has  been 
my  concern,  and  I  have  recently  asked  our  solicitor’s  department  to 
tell  me  what  the  circumstances  would  be  because  the  more  people  and 
bidders  and  proponents  you  can  get  in  this  deal,  the  better  off  we  are 
going  to  be. 

Finally,  I  don’t  know  what  it  would  be  but  I  know  that  the  Post 
Office  Department  have  been  entering  into  commitments  in  one  fiscal 
year  that  actually  don't  begin  to  be  bid  until  the  next  fiscal  year  or  the 
L  one  after  that  because  while  a  building  is  being  constructed,  we  must 
go  through  a  long  process  of  laying  out  the  land  and  tying  the  land 
in  to  fit  our  needs  and  then  putting  it  out  to  bid,  which  takes  3  or  4 
months,  and  then  it  takes  10  to  14  to  16  months  to  build,  and  sometimes 
it  takes  14  to  16  months  before  you  take  possession,  and  it  isn’t  until 
that  time  that  the  obligation  goes  under  the  Appropriation  Committee 

purview.  > 

We  are  setting  up,  because  we  want  this  protection,  we  are  setting 
up  long-range  programing  and  charting  so  that  when  we  go  before 
the  Appropriations  Committee  in  one  year,  we  will  be  able  to  show 
them  what  our  programing  is  and  will  lie  able  to  support  our  request 
for  the  program.  That  has  not  been  done  very  thoroughly  in  the  past. 
Maybe  we  are  presenting  a  new  viewpoint  here  and  bringing  in  a 
new  viewpoint,  but  we  are  most  interested  and  concerned  with  it. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Y on  have  no  language  here  with  respect  to  report¬ 
ing  to  the  Houses  of  Congress. 
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Mr.  Kieb.  No;  our  report  calls  for  each  transaction  to  be  spelled 
out  in  the  Postmaster  General’s  annual  report  to  the  President,  which, 
of  course,  comes  to  every  Member  of  both  Houses. 

The  fourth  control  is  that  we  have  no  special  appropriation  for 
that  job.  It  is  all  in  our  rent  appropriation. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Are  there  any  questions,  gentlemen,  or  would  you 
rather  have  Mr.  Kieb  discuss  title  II  on  long-term  leasing?  Is  that 
the  substance  of  it? 

Mr.  Kieb.  It  is  the  latter  half.  Section  203  of  the  bill  deals  some¬ 
what  with  that. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Where  does  that  start? 

Mr.  Kieb.  It  starts  at  page  10.  Briefly,  what  that  does  is  this: 
these  are  a  series  of  tools  which  we  have  devised  to  eliminate  the 
optional  speculation  which  we  are  currently  required  to  go  into  in 
our  leasing  program  where  we  pick  out  our  location  and  after  that, 
we  have  bids  on  erecting  a  building  of  10,000  or  50,000  or  60,000  square 
feet.  If  it  is  a  big  organization,  quite  often  there  is  a  leak  and  the 
proponents  in  this  type  of  transaction  are  aggressive  people  and  they  # 
seek  to  get  the  information  as  quickly  as  they  can.  Usual'ly  there  is 
one  site  in  that  circle  of  potential  sites  which  is  of  the  right  size  and 
so  forth  that  we  need.  Quite  often  one  man  will  get  an  option  on  that 
site  and  scurry  around  and  get  leases  on  other  sites.  Before  the  im¬ 
pact  has  hit  the  market,  we  have  a  full-fledged  option  bidding  specu¬ 
lation  going  on. 

We  feel  that  if  we  could  purchase  this  property,  the  way  many  of 
the  major  industries  do  where  they  are  seeking  location  for  cnain 
stores  or  warehouses  or  whatever  it  is,  the  market  is  surveyed  and 
the  type  of  investigation  is  made,  the  right  site  and  the  location  of 
the  right  size  and  shape  is  found.  We  want  the  privilege.  We  are 
asking  here  for  the  right  to  go  in  there  and  control  that  property 
through  option. 

Senator  Kuchel.  How  does  it  now  differ  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  We  now  have  to  advertise  for  the  whole  thing  at  once. 
But  if  we  can  control  the  right  site  and  offer  that  for  resale  to  a  pro¬ 
ponent  after  having  designed  a  building  to  fit  our  needs  on  it,  with 
the  right  type  of  facilities,  he  builds  the  building  and  then  leases  it 
back  to  us  and  we  take  the  best  bid  under  those  circumstances,  and  we 
are  sure  we  are  going  to  get  better  facilities  and  will  cut  down  the  * 
process  of  weeding  out  the  different  sized  buildings  and  some  that  do 
not  fit  our  needs. 

We  think  we  can  eliminate  the  option  speculation  and  we  think  we 
can  bring  the  full  force  of  public  bidding  to  the  point  where  we  get 
the  lowest  possible  rental  by  having  all  bidders  bid  on  the  like  project 
instead  of  having  them  bid  on  different  kinds  of  property  and  differ¬ 
ent  priced  property. 

That  is  essentially  what  we  are  asking  for  in  the  second  half  of  this 
section.  We  want  to  make  our  lease  periods  longer  in  order  to  attract 
to  the  Government’s  problem  the  long-term  investment  rather  than 
the  speculative  operational  money  that  is  available  in  the  market.  We 
feel  that  we  can  make  leases  that  run  20  to  25  years  in  a  base  period 
with  five  or  six  5-year  renewals  after  that.  We  can  break  those  rents 
down  to  the  absolute  minimum  and  have  a  flexibility. 
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If  we  have  outlived  the  facility,  we  can  get  away  from  it.  We  are 
not  stuck  with  it.  There  are  many  advantages  to  that  type  of  opera¬ 
tion. 

We  have  also  asked  for  the  privilege  of  being  able  to  base  our  basic 
rent  on  an  average  of  real-estate  tax  for  perhaps  the  first  3  years.  We 
want  to  be  able  to  adjust  our  rent  according  to  the  local  taxes  on  that 
property.  The  reason  for  that  is  very  easy  to  explain.  When  a  pro¬ 
ponent  makes  a  bid  to  us  to  construct  a  budding  and  lease  it  to  us  for 
a  20-year  period,  he  takes  care  of  the  maintenance  and  real-estate 
taxes.  After  he  has  built  up  a  return  on  his  investment  and  taken 
care  of  maintenance,  he  must  now  face  up  into  what  those  real  estate 
taxes  will  be  as  a  charge  against  him  over  the  entire  period  of  the  lease. 
He  has  no  choice  except  to  charge  us  the  highest  tax  that  he  can  antici¬ 
pate  he  will  pay  the  municipality.  That  high  tax  may  not  be  reached 
until  the  15th  or  16th  year. 

Therefore,  we  are  paying  over  the  first  15  or  16  years  of  that  lease 
a  very  heavy  item  as  part  of  the  money  to  that  proponent  for  tax 
purposes  which  he  has  to  charge  us. 

We  are  proposing  here  that  we  would  ask  bidders  to  prepare  their 
rentals  competitively  on  the  average  of  the  first  3-year  real  estate 
taxes  and  then  we  would  be  able  to  pay  as  additional  rent  or  .  as  a 
credit  against  the  fluctuations  in  that  municipal  tax  program.  We 
think  we  can  save  a  great  deal  of  money  out  of  the  rental  operation 
with  that  kind  of  a  tool. 

Senator  Chavez.  What  happens  in  an  instance  such  as  you  have  out¬ 
lined  if  a  building  is  constructed  on  property  that  the  Post  Office 
Department  now  owns  ?  Do  you  charge  real-estate  tax  on  the  building 
itself  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  In  the  first  place,  the  Post  Office  Department  does  not 
own  any  property. 

Senator  Chavez.  But  suppose  they  do? 

Mr.  Ivieb.  If  it  was  on  one  of  those  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  sites  that  I  mentioned,  it  would  be  our  suggestion  that  we  would 
lease  that  site  which  is  municipally  tax  free  to  the  proponent  at  the 
lowest  possible  return  of  perhaps  $1  a  year  and  then  we  would  lease 
the  building  with  a  lease-purchase  type  of  payment.  The  taxes  would 
only  be  applicable  on  the  structure  of  the  building. 

Senator  Chavez.  On  the  building  itself? 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  right.  That  is  my  opinion  and  I  believe  that 
would  hold,  Senator. 

.  Senator  Kuchel.  Could  you  indicate  what  the  balance  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  refer  to?  I  take  it  you  have  covered  section  203. 
You  have  several  sections  there,  some  of  which  refer  to  other  statutes. 

Mr.  Ivieb.  Section  205  permits  us  to  use  our  annual  rental  with 
which  to  pay  for  an  option  on  a  property  or  to  purchase  it  for  resale 
to  a  proponent  when  lie  builds  a  building  on  it  and  leases  the  whole 
structure  back  to  us. 

Senator  Gore.  You  would  really  need  to  employ  some  very  talented 
real-estate  agents  for  this  operation. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  am  very  happy  to  tell  you  I  think  we  have  some. 

Senator  Gore.  Not  enough. 

Mr.  Kieb.  We  have  15  regional  realty  officers  who  have  been  drawn 
from  the  real-estate  field  to  supervise  this  matter  which,  incidentally, 
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have  been  set  up  to  match  the  Hoover  Commission  recommendations, 
so  we  do  have  capable  men  to  supervise  this. 

Although  we  are  handling  2,000  negotiations  at  a  time,  these  tools 
would  be  useful  only  on  major  projects.  They  would  not  be  effective 
on  the  run-of-the-mill  leases  like  stores.  They  would  be  restricted  to 
the  buildings  which  we  use  only  for  ourselves. 

Section  206  further  explains  section  205. 

Section  207  requires  the  Department  to  get  an  opinion  of  the  At¬ 
torney  General  as  to  the  validity  of  the  title  to  any  lands  so  acquired, 
and  of  course  we  would  insist  upon  documentation  of  our  files,  of  our 
sites  as  to  valuation. 

There  is  a  limitation  as  to  time,  and  the  attorneys  have  tried  to 
spell  it  out  in  full  as  to  the  legislation  that  would  be  in  conflict. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Title  would  rest  upon  the  request  and  opinion 
rather  than  waiting  for  the  receipt  of  the  opinion;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  in  the  nature  of  a  title  search  to  be  certain  that 
we  are  not  buying  something  with  a  cloud  on  the  title. 

Senator  Chavez.  Of  course,  you  would  do  that  as  a  real-estate  man. 
You  would  examine  that  title  before  any  action  was  taken  for  the 
purchase. 

Mr.  Kieb.  Definitely.  We  can  enter  into  a  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment  without  a  search  of  the  title.  However,  we  cannot  go  into  the 
final  purchase  phase  without  having  done  it. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Are  there  any  questions,  gentlemen  ? 

Senator  Holland.  I  have  a ‘few,  Mr.  Chairman. 

On  these  sites  that  were  acquired  on  the  site  acquisition  program, 
approved  by  the  Congress  several  years  ago,  sites  for  the  construction 
of  the  property,  how  many  are  there? 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  understand  there  are  approximately  300  such  sites  in 
the  Government  legislation  purchased  for  post-office  buildings. 

Senator  Holland.  This  bill  would  permit  you  to  sell  each  or  any 
of  those  sites  to  a  person  who  was  prepared  to  enter  into  a  satisfactory 
contract  to  erect  a  building  and  to  lease  it  back  to  you  on  the  lease- 
purchase  basis;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Kieb.  No,  sir;  we  now  have  that  authority.  It  is  vested  in  the 
General  Services  Administration.  We  have  authority  to  do  that. 
This  bill  would  permit  us  to  go  into  lease-purchase  contracts  on  the 
buildings  erected  on  those  properties. 

Senator  Holland.  In  other  words,  this  bill  would  apply  not  just 
to  the  three-hundred-odd  sites  but  to  all  of  the  sites  on  which  the  post 
offices  now  stand  in  which  the  title  is  held  by  the  Government? 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  right,  provided  we  are  the  sole  user  of  that 
property. 

Senator  Holland.  How  many  such  sites  are  there? 

Mr.  Ivieb.  I  believe  there  are  approximately  300. 

Senator  Holland.  No,  no;  how  many  are  in  the  latter  group,  of 
post  offices  which  belong  to  the  Government  now? 

Mr.  Kieb.  We  operate  just  over  3,300  Government-owned  prop¬ 
erties  now. 

Senator  Holland.  This  provision  that  you  ask  for  in  this  bill 
would  allow  you.  in  each  of  those  3,300,  to  operate  by  a  sale  or  a  lease- 
purchase  program  for  the  construction  of  a  new  building. 

Mr.  Kieb.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  believe  so.  It  is  not  the  intent  that 
we  would  want  that  authority. 
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Senator  Holland.  Let  us  look  at  subsection  (b),  which  is  on  page  9 
of  the  bill,  which  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  properties, 
including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions,  extensions,  or  re¬ 
modeling  may  be  required,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is 
to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 
lease-purchase  agreements. 

Doesn’t  that  apply? 

Mr.  Kteb.  That  section  was  designed  to  meet  this  problem.  I  am 
going  to  ask  the  attorneys  to  tell  me  how  much  further  it  goes,  because 
I  don’t  know.  We  have  a  number  of  buildings  around  the  country 
among'  these  3,300  where  their  space  is  very  inefficient  and  not  par¬ 
ticularly  good  for  our  needs.  We  do  a  material  handling  job  as 
against  an  office  building  type  use. 

There  are  many  platforms  around  the  country  to  which  we  cannot 
get  modern  trucks,  we  can’t  get  those  trucks  to  the  platforms  because 
they  are  not  of  the  right  height  in  many  instances.  There  are  many 
canopies  that  have  gaps.  There  are  many  where  we  do  not  have 
enough  room  to  do  our  expanded  mail-handling  operations. 

There  are  many  of  them  in  which  we  need  to  put  conveyors  and 
chutes  for  our  operations.  We  have  no  authority  at  the  present  time 
to  go  into  any  of  those  operations,  nor  the  money. 

This  section  was  designed  so  that,  we  might  enter  into  long-term 
lease-purchase  of  extra  buildings,  additions  that  might  be  made  and 
to  be  built  on  such  properties. 

Senator  Holland.  It  seems  to  me  that  subsection  (b)  on  page  9 
does  give  the  authority  to  the  Postmaster  General  in  a  very  full  way 
with  i-eference  to  all  existing  properties  now  used  as  post  offices  and 
belonging  to  the  Government,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  subsection  (c), 
which  follows,  spells  that  out  with  considerable  definiteness  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  if  you  turn  to  page  11,  you  will  find  more  spelling 
out  of  that.  Actually,  it  starts  with  section  203  on  page  10  and  then 
goes  ahead  to  say  that  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  1  of  that  section, 
which  is  actually  paragraph  1  of  section  203,  that  the  Postmaster 
General  is  authorized,  and  I  am  now  referring  to  page  11 : 

(A)  Acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease,  donation,  or  otherwise,  and  on 
such  terms  as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States, 
real  property  and  interests  therein,  for  use  for  postal  purposes ;  and 

(B)  Dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests  therein  acquired  for  use  or  used 
for  postal  purposes  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms  as  he  shall  deem 
appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States. 

It  looks  to  me  like  he  is  given  authority  to  do  everything  but  sell 
the  post-office  building  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  to  sell  it,  to 
lease  it,  to  enter  into  contracts  for  repurchase,  to  enter  into  contracts 
for  construction  and  leasing,  making  of  contracts  for  repurchases  of 
buildings  of  most  any  type  that  he  prescribes.  There  is  no  limitation 
of  amount.  I  don’t  find  any  limitation. 

Mr.  Kieb.  There  is  a  limitation. 

Senator  Holland.  I  could  not  find  it. 

Mr.  Kteb.  There  is  a  limitation  in  the  bill  which  confines  this 
operation  to  buildings  solely  for  postal  purposes,  in  the  3,300  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  buildings  in  which  we  operate  95  percent  to  98  per¬ 
cent  of  them,  they  are  occupied  bv  other  branches  of  the  Government 
such  as  the  customs  office  and  the  offices  which  we  are  required  to 
supply  space  for. 
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Senator  Holland.  I  would  want  you  to  reexamine  that  statement 
because  my  observation  has  been  that  the  large  percentage  of  the 
Government-owned  post  offices  are  not  joint-use  buildings  but  are 
single-use  buildings,  particularly  in  the  small  towns.  The  post  office 
is  used  solely  by  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Mr.  Kieb.  Respectfully,  sir,  I  would  be  pleased  to  submit  to  you 
a  list,  and  I  may  have  gone  a  little  high  on  that  95  percent.  Are 
you  thinking  of  leased  buildings? 

Senator  Holland.  I  am  thinking  about  the  buildings  which  the 
Post  Office  Department  has  built  in  the  past  and  which  now  belong 
to  the  Government  and  are  used  for  post  offices.  They  are  generally 
single-use  buildings,  used  only  by  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Mr.  Ivied.  But  in  most  instances,  unless  my  information  has  been 
unsound  and  we  would  be  pleased  to  submit  a  list  of  such  things 
because  we  handle  the  assignment  of  space  in  them. 

(The  information  requested  is  as  follows:) 

Tost  Office  Department, 

Assistant  Postmaster  General, 

Bureau  of  Facilities, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  9,  195tf. 

Hon.  Edward  Martin, 

Chairman,  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Martin  :  Upon  the  occasion  of  the  public  hearings  on  H.  R. 
6342  held  by  your  Public  Buildings  Subcommittee  on  January  21,  1954,  it  was  re¬ 
quested  that  I  submit  for  the  record  a  numerical  breakdown  of  the  Government- 
owned-post  office  buildings  by  occupancy.  Herewith  is  the  requested  information. 

There  are  3,173  Government-owned  post  office  buildings  under  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Post  Office  Department  for  maintenance  and  operation,  which  are 
divided  as  follows  with  respect  to  occupancy : 

Number  of  buildings  occupied  exclusively  for  post  office  purposes,  1,422. 

Number  of  buildings  occupied  by  the  post  office  and  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  1,751. 

There  are  also  93  Government-owned  post  office  buildings  occupied  by  the 
Post  Office  Department  but  in  which  other  Federal  agencies  have  predominant 
occupancy,  which  are  under  the  administration  of  the  Public  Buildings  Service, 
General  Services  Administration,  for  maintenance  and  operation. 

If  I  may  be  of  any  further  service  to  you  in  this  or  any  other  matter,  please 
do  not  hesitate  to  call  upon  me. 

Cordially  yours, 

Ormonde  A.  Kieb, 
Assistant  Postmaster  General. 

Senator  Holland.  We  would  like  to  have  that  information,  but  my 
observation  is  that  the  joint-use  buildings  are  generally  in  the  large 
cities  or  ports  or  things  of  that  kind,  or  they  are  places  where  the 
Federal  courts  are  also  lodged,  but  that  the  single-use  buildings  greatly 
outnumbered  the  joint-use  buildings  and  they  are  found  in  the  small 
towns,  in  the  county  seats  throughout  the  Nation,  and  I  think  you  will 
find  that  by  all  means  the  greater  number  of  them  are  single-use 
structures. 

Do  I  understand  that  so  far  as  the  value  of  any  single  construction 
is  concerned,  there  is  no  limiation  imposed  by  this  bill  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  correct,  except  the  appropriations  that  we  have. 

Senator  Holland.  But  suppose  that  on  a  piece  of  property  now 
belonging  to  the  Government  and  used  for  post-office  purposes,  you 
could  negotiate  an  arrangement  with  a  private  agency  to  take  title 
to  build  an  imposing  structure  and  have  it  leased  back  to  you  on  a 
lease-purchase  arrangement  extending  as  long  as  25  years.  The  only 
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limit  that  you  are  forced  to  recognize  is  the  amount  of  your  lease 
appropriation,  your  rent  appropriation? 

Mr.  Kif.b.  It  could  not,  in  the  first  place,  because  the  title  is  not 
vested  in  those  buildings  in  the  Postmaster  General. 

Senator  Holland.  This  says,  in  section  203  (a),  on  page  10  at 
line  15 : 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Postmaster  General  is  author¬ 
ized  to — 

do  these  things.  Maybe  the  rather  short  analysis  which  I  have  been 
able  to  make  of  it  leads  me  to  an  inaccurate  conclusion.  It  looks  to  me 
as  if  this  turns  over  the  post-office  realty,  the  right  to  convey  it  and 
the  right  to  enter  into  contracts  concerning  it  in  rather  a  general 
way  to  the  Postmaster  General,  and  from  that  time  forth  the  Congress 
has  very  little  to  do  with  it,  provided  the  ingenuity  of  the  Postmaster 
General  and  his  able  real-estate  assistants  is  such  that  you  can  find 
private  capital  to  build  imposing  structures  which  you  can  afford  to 
rent  under  this  25-year  lease-purchase  arrangement. 

Mr.  Kieb.  The  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House  very  care¬ 
fully  and  very  thoroughly  raised  the  question  which  you  have  raised 
and  the  bill  that  has  been  written  is  the  result  of  having  those  ques¬ 
tions  examined  carefully  in  the  House. 

Senator  Holland.  If  you  satisfied  them,  now  you  have  another 
task,  and  that  is  to  satisfy  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  Senate, 
and  so  far  you  have  not  been  able  to  satisfy  this  single  member,  and  I 
am  rather  alarmed  by  several  provisions  in  here;  first,  a  provision  that 
seems  to  call  off  all  preexisting  conditions  of  law  when  we  get  to 
dealing  with  post-office  property,  and  turn  over  to  the  Postmaster 
General  the  right  to  deed  it,  the  right  to  encumber  it  ,the  right  to  nego¬ 
tiate  a  lease-purchase  arrangement  for  building  structures  without 
any  limitation  on  the  value  of  that  structure.  About  the  the  only 
limitation  in  there  is  the  25-year  maximum  time  arrangement,  and  it 
gives  him  the  right  to  sell  and  gives  him  the  right  to  exchange.  It 
gives  him  about  every  other  right  that  I  can  think  of  without  any 
limitation  of  amount  of  all,  and  without  any  requirement  to  report 
except  that,  with  each  annual  report,  you  are  to  tell  us  what  you  have 
done  and  not  what  you  propose  to  do. 

It  looks  to  me  like  this  is  about  the  most  sweeping  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion  I  have  ever  seen.  I  don’t  remember  in  the  New  Deal  times  any 
such  measure  coming  in  here  proposing  to  give  to  a  public  agency 
powers  which  are  so  sweeping  as  this  would  appear  to  give. 

Mr.  Kieb.  This  act  vests  in  the  Postmaster  General  title  only  to 
that  property  which  has  been  acquired  for  the  purpose  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  and  does  not  vest  title  in  properties  which  are  now  Government- 
owned  and  now  in  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Senator  Gore.  I  believe  you  said  you  were  not  a  lawyer. 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  right,  and  I  am  making  that  statement  on  the 
basis  of  past  discussions  of  the  bill. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Is  it  your  position  that  the  sweeping  powers 
which  Senator  Holland  suggests  you  have  are  limited  by  the  phrase 
“for  postal  interest”?  Other  than  that,  would  you  not  agree  that  he 
is  correct  in  describing  the  powers  which  you  would  have  under  the 
bill? 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  cannot  agree  with  the  Senator  because  this  legislation 
was  designed  only  to  permit  the  Postmaster  General  to  take  title  only 
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to  those  properties  which  were  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  resale 
and  after  leases  with  lease-purchase  agreements  in  them.  It  is  defi¬ 
nitely  limited  to  those  properties,  and  I  cannot  agree  with  the  Senator. 

I  will  agree  with  the  Senator  to  the  point  that  these  authorizations 
asked  for  are  probably  wider  than  have  been  shown  by  the  Post  Office 
Department  in  prior  years,  and  I  can  explain  that  to  him  because  I 
have  been  dealing  in  this  type  of  property  for  a  number  of  years  and 
this  type  of  transaction,  and  I  am  anxious  that  the  Government  might 
be  able  to  use  the  same  tools  that  private  industry  can  use. 

Senator  Holland.  I  will  ask  the  secretary  to  refer  to  section  205  on 
page  12,  which  appears,  and  I  believe  you  stated  it,  that  there  was 
not  any  revolving  fund  set  up.  This  looks  like  a  superrevolving  fund 
when  it  says : 

Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from  sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of 
property  acquired  in  the  performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  functions 
vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current  applicable  appropria¬ 
tion  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

Doesn’t  that  mean  that  if  you  have  a  post  office  property  out  here 
which  you  want  to  convert  to  a  much  more  satisfactory  building  and 
to  sell  that  property  to  a  private  agency,  with  the  understanding  that 
you,  at  the  same  time,  get  a  lease-purchase  arrangement  under  which 
they  are  to  go  in  and  construct  a  more  adequate  building  and  lease 
it  back  to  you  for  25  years,  and  with  the  understanding  that  you  get 
the  title  back  at  the  end  of  that  time,  that  the  money  that  you  get  from 
the  sale  now  goes  into  your  current  appropriation,  not  to  be  reap¬ 
propriated  by" Congress,  but  for  the  purpose  of  use  for  paying  for 
rents  for  post  offices  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  No,  it  does  not  mean  that,  Senator. 

Senator  Holland.  What  does  it  mean  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  It  means  that  money  used  from  the  current  fiscal  year 
appropriation  to  acquire  control  of  site  in  which  we  need  a  building 
and  a  facility  can,  when  sold  to  a  proponent  who  will  build  that  build¬ 
ing  on  it  and  lease  it  all  back  to  us,  be  returned  to  that  same  fiscal 
year  rent  appropriation. 

Otherwise,  it  goes  into  general  revenues  and  is  not  available  to  us 
for  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  intended  and  does  not  go  back  to  the 
account  that  we  have  used  it  for.  It  cannot  go  into  the  next  fical  year, 
and  it  retires. 

Senator  Holland.  Suppose  we  have  a  post  office  building  in  a  little 
county  seat  town  of  10,000  people,  and  the  building  is  worth  $125,- 
000  or  thereabouts,  and  the  building  is  not  adequate  to  transact 
the  business  that  that  post  office  has  because  it  has  now  grown  and  you 
decide  that  you  want  to  sell  that  site  and  that  building  to  an  agency 
which  will  build  there  a  structure  that  is  much  more  adequate  and 
lease  it  back  to  vou  on  a  lease-purchase  arrangement  so  that  25  years 
from  now  you  shall  own  it.  Certainly  you  have  the  power  to  do  that 
under  this  bill,  don’t  you  f 

Mr.  Kieb.  No. 

Senator  Holland.  Why  not  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  Because  we  cannot  sell  that  property.  The  title  is  not 
vested  in  the  Postmaster  General  but  in  the  General  Services  Adminis- 
,t  ration,  H!id 
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Senator  Holland.  You  said  in  section  203,  at  the  very  beginning : 

Notwithstanding-  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Postmaster  General  is  au¬ 
thorized  to — 

Then  on  page  11,  under  paragraph  2(B): 

Dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests  therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used  for 
postal  purposes,  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms  as  he  shall  deem 
appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Kieb.  Acquired  by  him  for  use. 

Senator  Holland.  It  doesn’t  say  acquired  by  him. 

Mr.  Kieb.  It  does  in  the  first  section. 

Senator  Holland.  I  am  not  trying  to  be  captious,  but  it  seems  to 
me  that  your  powers  are  so  broad  and  general  that  you  could  do  the 
exact  thing  I  have  described  and  then,  down  there  under  section  205, 
put  the  money  which  you  receive  from  the  building  into  the  current 
appropriation  for  post-office  rentals.  I  cannot  see  any  way  that  you 
would  get  to  any  other  conclusion  and  the  money,  in  other  words, 
would  be  handled  there  in  a  regular  post-office  account  without  any 
further  submission  to  Congress,  and  that  appears  to  me  as  one  of  the 
things  you  could  do. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  do  not  agree  with  you  that  this  gives  us  the  authority 
to  do  it.  It  will  recognize  the  fact  that  you  may  know  more  about 
law  than  I  do.  It  is  not  our  intent  to  do  that.  We  want  to  limit  these 
powers  to  the  lands  for  that  purpose,  and  I  would  welcome  such  a  re¬ 
striction  if  it  is  not  already  in  here. 

Senator  Holland.  You  will  notice  that  this  subsection  2,  at  the 
top  of  page  11,  says : 

For  the  purpose  of  *  *  *  (1)  of  this  section,  and  without  regard  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  *  *  *  as  amended  *  *  * 

(B)  Dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests  therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used 
for  postal  purposes  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms  as  he  shall  deem 
appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States. 

That  doesn’t  seem  to  be  limited  at  all  as  to  the  purchases  for  postal 
purposes  under  this  particular  act  but,  instead,  to  property  used  and 
purchased  for  postal  purposes.  It  seems  to  me  that  while  it  may  be 
a  very  efficient  way  of  handling  the  post-office  business,  it  is  certainly  a 
departure  from  anything  you  have  ever  asked  for  before. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  think  it  probably  is.  I  will  agree  that  it  is  a  departure, 
but  I  will  not  agree  that  that  limitation  is  not  in  there. 

Senator  Holland.  If  you  can  point  out  where  the  limitation  is  in 
there,  I  will  be  glad  to  see  it. 

Mr.  Kieb.  Unfortunately,  I  do  not  have  my  Solicitor  with  me  this 
morning. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Would  you  supply  that? 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  will  provide  a  written  report  on  that. 

(The  information  requested  is  as  follows :) 

The  Solicitor  of  the  Post  Office  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  matter 
can  be  adequately  covered  by  an  amendment  as  follows:  On  line  17,  page  11, 
change  the  period  to  a  colon  and  add  the  following : 

“ Provided ,  That  the  Postmaster  General  shall  not,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  dispose  of  any  Government-owned  property,  or  interests  therein,  which 
has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  on  which 
there  has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be  used  for  postal  purposes  and  which 
is  presently  being  used  for  such  purposes.” 
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Senator  Stennis.  What  is  the  question  up  now  ? 

Senator  Holland.  The  only  limit  of  time  is  a  25-year  period  which 
may  specifically  apply  not  just  to  new  buildings  and  new  sites  and  to  a 
great  many  new  sites  already  standing  and  ready  and  others  to  be 
secured  under  existing  legislation,  but  applies  in  such  a  way  as  to  per¬ 
mit  the  sale  of  existing  property,  post-office  property,  to  a  private 
agency  to  build  a  building  on  it  and  then  to  lease  it  under  a  lease- 
purchase  arrangement. 

There  is  no  limit  to  the  amount  of  the  time  except  the  25  years  and 
appears  to  be  no  limit  as  to  the  property  to  be  sold.  It  appears  to 
apply  to  property,  not  only  that  which  is  acquired  under  this  act, 
but  all  other  property  acquired  and  being  used  for  post-office  purposes. 
It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  plenary  abdication  of  any  future  post- 
office  construction,  providing  somebody  can  be  found  who  will  build 
a  building  and  lease  it  back.  Maybe  it  is  not  that  way,  but  we  would 
like  to  have  some  light  on  it ;  at  least,  I  would  like  to  have  some  light  on 
it  because  I  am  very  much  of  the  opinion  that  this  bill  as  drawn  goes 
just  as  far  as  you  have  stated. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  do  not  want  to  have  to  operate  under  such  a  wide  power 
to  begin  with. 

Senator  Ivuciiel.  If  you  will  supply  whatever  you  have  on  that,  I 
must  say  that  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Senator  Stennis.  Disposing  of  existing  post  offices  ? 

Senator  Gore.  Yes,  exchange,  sell,  swap. 

Senator  Kuchel.  You  heard  the  questions  raised  earlier  on  title  I 
as  to  the  advisability  of  receiving  agreement  or  approval  by  the  ap¬ 
propriate  congressional  committees  prior  to  the  Department  proceed¬ 
ing  in  any  given  instance.  Does  the  Department  have  any  views  on 
that  suggested  restriction  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  There  are  three  objections  that  we  think  occur  to  us  that 
are  persuasive.  One  is  the  history  of  the  bill  that  went  through  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  last  session  that  had  such  provisions  in  it  and  was  vetoed. 

It  gives  us  a  very  cumbersome  and  difficult  procedure  of  operation, 
in  the  real  estate  field  where  timing  and  negotiations  are  so  vitally 
important  in  order  to  get  the  best  deal  for  the  Government  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  Government.  It  is  difficult  to  get  owners  to  give  us 
options  and  put  them  on  the  shelf  for  5  or  6  months  until  we  can  go 
through  a  cumbersome,  mechanical  procedure,  and  it  would  be  more 
difficult  to  get  people  to  go  into  a  lease-purchase  negotiation  where 
they  have  to  get  the  mortgage  commitments  in  large  sums  of  money 
where  we  have  to  tie  up  options  for  a  long  period  of  time,  and  where 
they  have  to  invest  substantial  sums  of  money  in  engineering  and 
architectural  fees,  and  gamble  on  the  stability  of  the  market  as  against 
the  placement  of  the  order.  If  they  had  to  hold  such  transactions  in 
abeyance  for  a  great  period  of  time,  it  would  make  the  tools  practically 
useless  from  a  practical  operating  viewpoint. 

Senator  Holland.  I  think  I  can  agree  with  that  statement  because 
I  would  hate  to  have  Congress  saddled  with  the  responsibility  of  ap¬ 
proving  every  little  site  purchased.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  con¬ 
gressional  unwillingness  to  leaving  the  administrative  agency  to 
function  and  report.  That  is  what  we  have  been  doing,  but  when  you 
come  to  the  construction  and  opening  the  door  wide,  at  least  as  I  see 
it,  with  the  right  of  sale,  exchange,  construct  anything  that  the  traffic 
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will  bear,  and  all  without  rereference  to  Congress,  that  is  what  I  am 
disturbed  about.  It  is  not  on  the  question  of  having  to  run  to  Congress 
every  time  you  want  to  buy  a  site  for  a  post  office,  every  time  you  find 
it  costing  you  too  much  to  lease.  We  haven’t  required  that  previously. 
It  is  simply  that  Congress  wants  to  be  informed. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Your  position  is  that  the  restriction  in  the  present 
statute  should  be  confined  to  construction  by  the  Post  Office 
Department. 

Senator  Holland.  I  am  inclined  to  feel  that  way  now  and  I  am  not 
talking  about  the  bigger  General  Services  Administration  owned 
buildings,  but  post  office  buildings. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Senator  Holland’s  question  went  to  section  203. 
His  objections  were  to  the  broad  scope  of  the  powers  in  section  203. 

Now,  it  is  your  original  statement  that  section  202  dealt  with  lease- 
purchase,  and  that  section  203  dealt  with  an  extension  of  your  rights 
in  leasing.  If  that  is  true,  then  there  is  language  in  section  203,  the 
enlarged  leasing  authority,  which  you  do  not  need  and  I  take  it  if  you 
h)  are  talking  about  it  only  about  leasing. 

Senator  Holland.  I  also  mentioned  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  in  sec¬ 
tion  202.  That  was  with  reference  to  granting  too  much  power,  in 
my  construction  of  it,  and  then  went  along  with  the  provisions  you 
have  recited  in  section  203,  and  then  along  further  to  section  205,  be¬ 
cause  it  seems  to  me  that  the  things  sort  of  work  together. 

B'ut  I  mentioned  first  in  section  202,  subsections  (b)  and  (c),  because 
you  see,  subsection  (b)  provides  that  the  Postmaster  General  is 
authorized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect 
to  existing  properties. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes. 

Senator  Holland.  And  subsection  (c)  allows  him  to  enter  into 
agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  pub¬ 
lic  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated 
thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such 
structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  lease- 
purchase  agreement. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes. 

Senator  Holland.  And  then  section  203  seemed  to  spell  out  addi- 
)  tional  machinery  applicable  not  only  to  section  202  but  to  his  present 
lease  program. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Your  thinking  is  that  the  merit  of  any  restrictive 
language  similar  to  the  Defense  Establishment  should  run  to  the  lease- 
purchase  parts  of  this  bill  and  not  to  the  enlarged  leasing  part. 

Senator  Holland.  Not  to  the  acquisition  of  the  site  selected  or 
things  of  that  kind,  but  to  the  heavy  construction  program  which  is 
what  disturbs  me.  It  is  a  construction  program  almost  free  from 
congressional  supervision.  The  only  thing  that  would  be  required  is 
that  once  a  year  we  would  get  the  information  as  to  what  had  been 
done.  Meantime,  here  are  properties  and  lease  arrangements  of  $400,- 
000  or  $500,000  buildings  to  be  built  and  for  lease  purposes,  contracts 
for  25-year  operations  are  made.  We  would  learn  about  it  long  after 
it  was  done,  and  that  I  object  to,  very  strongly. 

Mr.  Kieb.  May  I  go  off  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Senator  Kuchel.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Senator  Kuchel.  On  the  record. 

Are  there  any  more  questions,  gentlemen? 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Kieb. 

We  have  2  more  witnesses  who  will  not  be  very  long,  Senator  Hol¬ 
land.  First,  I  will  call  Mr.  Randy  H.  Hamilton,  director  of  the 
Washington  office  of  the  American  Municipal  Association. 

STATEMENT  OE  RANDY  H.  HAMILTON,  DIRECTOR  OE  WASHINGTON 
OFFICE,  AMERICAN  MUNICIPAL  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  am  Randy  H.  Hamilton,  director  of  the  Washing¬ 
ton  office  of  the  American  Municipal  Association. 

We  presented,  in  July,  rather  lengthy  objections  to  the  bill. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  we  have  that  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  will  condense  my  written  testimony  in  addition  to 
speaking  to  some  of  the  points  made  this  morning. 

In  answer  to  a  question  propounded  by  both  Senators  Gore  and 
Kuchel,  Mr.  Elliott  of  the  General  Services  Administration  stated 
that  30  days’  advance  notice  of  each  transaction  is  required  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress.  I  do  not  find  that  in  the  bill. 

Senator  Kuchel.  It  is  in  the  bill  with  respect  to  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Only  with  respect  to  agreements  on  expenditures  of 
$50,000  a  year  or  more. 

Senator  Kuchel.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  So  that  if  each  agency  makes  20  agreements  for 
$45,000  a  year,  that  is  $900,000  running  over  25  years,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  can  commit  the  Government  to  $73  million  under  those  conditions 
without  notifying  anybody.  That  could  work  out  to  be  as  much  as 
$1,250  000  on  any  one  building. 

Senator  Holland.  I  do  not  think  you  are  right  about  that  because 
the  law  specifically  requires,  and  is  repeated  here,  that  so  far  as  the 
post-office  construction  is  concerned,  it  must  be  included  within  the 
annual  report  so  that  Congress  would  be  advised  of  it. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Yes,  but  not  in  section  1. 

Senator  Holland.  Yes,  but  it  would  be  advised  the  same  way  as 
before. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  was  referring  to  title  I,  which  was  the  question 
raised. 

We  would  support  the  suggestion  that  bears  committee  approval 
similar  to  the  Armed  Services  Committee  approval  which  is  required. 
We  do  not  think  that  Congress  should  abrogate  that. 

I  was  disturbed  to  hear  Mr.  Kieb  state  that  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  proposes  to  take  a  piece  of  land  owned  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  tax-free  lease  it  to  an  individual  and  continue  the  tax-free 
status  of  that  land  and  allow  a  private  individual  to  make  money  at 
the  expense  of  the  municipality  on  the  Federal  Government’s  tax-free 
land.  That  was  rather  distressing  to  us  and  it  was  not  anticipated 
at  the  time  we  made  up  the  testimony.  Of  course  we  would  object 
to  such  a  situation. 

Skipping  the  testimony  which  I  have  prepared  which,  if  I  may 
summarize  briefly,  it  points  out  the  history  of  the  subject  of  pay 
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in  lieu  of  taxes,  and  the  situation  in  which  municipalities  find  them¬ 
selves  today  because  of  the  tremendous  amounts  of  tax-free  land 
which  are  within  the  borders  of  our  cities. 

We  suggest  the  time  to  start  attacking  the  tax-free  properties  is 
now  and  to  consider  it  in  relation  to  each  problem  when  the  Depart¬ 
ment  comes  to  consider  the  overall  problem,  the  situation  would  be 
somewhat  easier  rather  than  harder.  That,  in  brief,  is  a  summari¬ 
zation  of  the  points  we  make  with  respect  to  the  philosophy  of  the 
bill. 

With  respect  to  our  specific  amendments,  if  the  committee  sees  fit 
to  report  the  bill  out  favorably  and  thus  establish  a  new  Federal 
policy  which  is  broad  in  scope  and  if,  as  I  said,  the  committee  sees 
fit  to  report  the  bill  out  favorably,  we  suggest  several  amendments. 

The  first  amendment  I  understand  will  not  be  opposed  by  the  agency 
sponsoring  this  legislation.  As  the  bill  now  stands,  title  to  the  build¬ 
ings  may  pass  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  term.  The  Govern- 
ment  may  agree  to  lease  it  for  25  years  and  the  agency  may  be  struck 
ttby  lightning  and  be  able  to  pay  off  the  contract  in  a  period  of  17  years, 
tax  free. 

I  understand  that  the  agency  would  not  object  to  an  amendment 
which  is  on  page  2,  line  20,  title  I  (sec.  411  (a)),  remove  the  period 
after  the  word  “contract”  and  title  II,  page  8,  line  18  (sec.  202  (a) ), 
after  the  word  “agreements”  substitute  a  comma  and  add  the  following 
words : 

Provided,  That  it  is  the  intent  of  this  legislation  to  assure  the  payment  of  taxes 
to  local  governments  normally  payable  on  such  properties  throughout  the  period 
of  the  original  lease-purchase  contract,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  Federal 
Government  acquires  title  to  such  properties  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  lease 
terms. 

Senator  Kuchel.  You  have  got  the  Federal  Government  owning 
land  and  having  it  improved.  Thus,  what  you  suggest  in  that  amend¬ 
ment  is  that  the  Federal  Government  make  the  payments  to  local 
government  direct  because  the  improvement  which  the  private  party 
makes  on  that  land,  he  has  no  title  to  himself. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Kuchel.  That,  basically,  would  be  the  policy  matter  in 
.considering  any  such  amendment. 

K)  Senator  Holland.  Certainly  it  is  a  troublesome  point  and  I  don’t 
know  enough  about  how  they  propose  to  operate  to  be  sure  as  to 
whether  the  point  is  well  made  or  not.  If  they  propose  to  sell  what 
is  now  Government  land  to  a  private  interest  and  then  let  that  private 
interest  resell  it  under  a  lease-purchase  arrangement,  then  I  think  that 
the  provision  for  the  payment  of  taxes  up  to  the  time  that  the  repur¬ 
chase  is  completed  would  be  clearly  understandable,  but  if  it  proposed 
through  some  device  to  enable  the  repurchase  operation  to  exist  on 
what  is  already  Government  land  without  the  Government  selling 
that  land,  and  I  don’t  know  how  that  would  be  arranged,  certainly 
you  would  have  a  troublesome  point  there.  The  tax-exempt  status  is 
already  taxed. 

Senator  Stennis.  Can  you  tax  the  building  without  taxing  the 
land? 

Senator  Holland.  Perhaps  you  can. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  That  is  behind  our  thought. 
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Senator  Kuchel.  You  meet  head  on,  even  in  your  example,  to  the 
extent  that  the  Government  owns  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  building, 
you  meet  the  problem  of  Government  participation  in  ad  valorem  tax 
cases. 

Senator  Holland.  It  is  a  troublesome  question  and  I  think  he  is  try¬ 
ing  to  eliminate  it  by  providing  that,  however  the  machinery  may  be 
devised  for  the  construction  of  the  new  facility,  that  taxes  shall  be  paid 
up  to  the  time  that  the  lease-purchase  contract  has  run  its  course  and 
the  title  fully  vested  back  in  the  Government.  That  is  what  you 
mean? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Its  original  cost. 

Senator  Stennis.  The  same  question  would  come  up  with  respect 
to  taxation  in  the  State. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  The  second  amendment  is  one  designed  to  limit 
the  operation  to  new  construction.  We  had  the  same  fears. 

Section  411,  subparagraph  (b),  as  well  as  a  similar  section  in  title 
II,  will  apply  this  new  policy  to  buildings  which  are  already  in  use 
which  are  standing  and  upon  which  taxes  are  being  paid  to  local^ 
government.  We  can  see  no  valid  reason  for  the  Federal  Government 
at  this  time  adopting  a  new  policy  which  would  apply  to  these  build¬ 
ings  and  which  would  provide  a  tool  whereby  they  can  be  more  easily 
removed  from  the  local  tax  rolls.  Such  a  device  is  clearly  indefensible 
in  our  opinion  and  particularly  at  this  time  when  the  administration 
is  embarking  upon  a  dual  program  for,  in  the  first  place,  minimizing 
the  operations  of  the  Federal  Government  and  returning  to  local  gov¬ 
ernments  the  revenue,  as  well  as  the  responsibility  which  we  will  as¬ 
sume  if  given  the  opportunity. 

It  would  be  exceedingly  embarrassing  to  the  administration  to  pro¬ 
pose  that  local  government  assume  more  responsibility  and  use  of  its 
revenue  sources  on  the  one  hand  and  to  take  away  property  now  paying 
taxes  with  the  other  hand,  to  take  away  the  basic  tax  resource  which  is, 
of  course,  the  land  or  a  building,  which  is,  of  course,  the  lifeblood  of 
our  municipal  government.  Seventy  percent  comes  from  ad  valorem 
taxes.  We  suggest  that  this  would  be  Indian  giving,  to  say  the  least. 

The  third  amendment  which  we  offer  is  one  designed  to  insure  the 
payment  of  taxes,  or  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  on  property  acquired 
under  this  new  legislation.  I  realize  that  this  is  a  very  difficult  prob¬ 
lem  for  the  Congress  and  that  the  Congress  had  sidestepped  it  manyv* 
times. 

My  more  fully  prepared  brief  goes  back  to  the  history  of  this  since 
1939,  when  Congress  after  Congress  and  commission  after  commission, 
and  congressional  committee  after  congressional  committee  said  even¬ 
tually  we  have  got  to  face  this  problem,  and  I  suggest  now  is  the 
time  to  face  it  as  you  consider  each  piece  of  legislation. 

We  propose  that  a  new  section  be  added  to  title  I  of  the  bill  and 
to  title  II  of  the  bill,  which  reads : 

Consent  is  hereby  granted  to  the  head  of  any  Federal  department,  bureau, 
agency,  or  independent  office  to  negotiate  for  administrative  payments  to  State 
and  local  governments  on  property,  the  title  to  which  property  rests  in  the 
Unied  States  pursuant  to  this  title:  It  is  the  intent  of  such  negotiations  to 
insure  that  the  Federal  Government  will  make  administrative  payments  in  lieu 
of  taxes  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  amount  as  if  the  property  were  taxed 
according  to  its  value  and  as  if  it  were  privately  owned.  Any  such  payments 
shall  be  based  upon  an  assessed  valuation  which  does  not  represent  a  larger 
percentage  of  true  valuation  than  is  used  by  assessing  authorities  in  valuing 
property  for  tax  purposes  within  the  taxing  jurisdiction. 
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Please  note  that  our  suggested  amendment  is  merely  permissive 
legislation  and  not  mandatory.  It  is  offered,  however,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  negotiations  authorized  are  to  be  purposeful, 
of  reasonable  duration,  and  undertaken  with  the  intent  of  arriving  at 
fair  and  equitable  administrative  payments  to  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernment  in  lieu  of  taxes.  Arbitrary  and  capricious  negotiations  on 
the  part  of  Federal  agency  heads  are  not  contemplated  by  this  sug¬ 
gested  amendment  and,  indeed,  would  be  contrary  to  the  intent  of  it. 

I  shall  be  happy  to  try  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

Senator  Stennis.  Our  State  law  provides  that  taxation  shall  be 
uniform  but  it  shall  be  assessed  and  the  rate  shall  be  equitable  on  all 
property.  If  you  are  going  to  call  it  taxes,  you  cannot  negotiate  for 
taxes  under  our  law. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  We  call  them  administrative  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes.  If  a  building  demands  extra  policy  service,  that  is  another 
thing.  For  instance,  if  a  municipality  has  no  tall  buildings  and  a 
new  tall  building  is  constructed  under  this  title,  and  the  National 
Board  of  Fire  Underwriters  would  say :  “Gentlemen,  you  have  gotten 
along  without  an  aerial  ladder  in  your  fire  department  all  these  years 
because  you  had  no  tall  buildings.  Now,  you  have  a  tall  building 
and  you  need  an  aerial  ladder.” 

That  costs  the  municipality  $26,000. 

We  do  not  see  why  the  Federal  Government  should  ask  the  munici¬ 
pality  to  subsidize  its  operation.  Federal  operations  are  national  in 
character.  They  are  not  performed  for  the  benefit  of  the  individual 
localities  and,  consequently,  we  think  that  the  Federal  operation 
should  be  borne  by  the  national  taxpaying  base  and  not  subsidized 
by  the  particular  locality  in  which  the  particular  operation  comes  to 
rest. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  May  I  add  to  the  record  a  newspaper  article  from 
the  Washington  Post,  which  is  headed :  “Slashes  in  United  States 
Leased  Space  Save  $8  Million  Rent  Yearly”? 

There  is  a  quotation  from  Mr.  Mansure,  who  announced  that  the 
Federal  Government  has  been  able  to  release  1  square  foot  of  leased 
space  for  every  8  feet  occupied  last  January  1. 

He  stated  that  the  saving  in  cost  of  leased  space,  about  75  percent 
v  of  which  was  already  in  effect  November  1  and  the  remainder  to  be 
7  effective  by  December  31,  reflects  a  reduction  of  about  12 y2  percent, 
or  5%  million  square  fet,  from  the  January  1,  1953,  total  of  41^5 
million  square  feet  of  leased  property. 

I  ask  that  this  newspaper  clipping  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Senator  Kuchel.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

(Newspaper  article  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Slashes  in  United  States  Leased  Space  Save  $8  Million  Rent  Yearly 

Uncle  Sam’s  rent  bill  is  going  down  by  $8  million  annually  under  a  cutback 
which  already  has  released  1  square  foot  of  leased  space  for  every  8  feet  occupied 
last  January  1,  the  Government  reported  yesterday. 

Edmund  F.  Mansure,  General  Services  Administrator,  or  “housekeeper”  for 
the  sprawling  Federal  bureaucracy,  made  the  announcement,  and  said  it’s  just 
beginning. 

Old-line  bureaucrats  take  his  word  for  it,  too,  for  he’s  the  man  who  announced 
September  27  that  some  of  them  were  going  to  stop,  right  then,  spending  38  cents 
for  a  box  of  paper  clips  obtainable  for  3  cents. 
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The  saving  in  cost  of  leased  space,  about  75  percent  of  which  was  already  in 
effect  November  1  and  the  remainder  to  be  effective  by  December  31,  reflects  a 
reduction  of  about  12y2  percent,  or  5%  million  square  feet,  from  the  January  1, 
1953,  total  of  41%  million  square  feet  of  leased  property. 

Termination  of  some  of  the  emergency  economic  control  agencies  born  of  the 
Korean  war  accounted  for  some  of  the  reduction. 

Mansure  is  the  “new  broom”  executive  who  ordered  a  cutdown  in  paperwork 
September  13  to  save  $11%  million  a  year  by  eliminating,  as  private  business  did 
years  ago,  multitudinous  voucher  forms  for  $5  and  $10  purchases  which  resulted 
in  the  Government  paying  more  to  process  a  payment  check  than  the  value  of  the 
purchase. 

Mansure  is  following  in  his  own  way  some  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
original  Hoover  Commission.  His  predecessor,  Democrat  Jess  Larson,  the  first 
General  Services  Administrator,  already  had  put  some  reforms  into  effect. 

( Larson,  among  other  things,  stopped  Government  executives  from  buying  $40 
wastebaskets  with  the  taxpayers’  money;  $4  and  $5  ones  have  proved  just  as 
good  and  already  have  outlived  some  of  their  former  bosses.) 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hamilton. 


United  States  Senate, 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

January  25,  195 )/. 

Mr.  Ellsworth  Bassett, 

Clerk,  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Bassett:  I  have  received  today  the  attached  letter  from  Randy 
Haskell  Hamilton,  requesting  its  insertion  in  the  testimony  given  on  the  lease- 
purchase  bill. 

It  is  my  impression  that  the  reference  of  Mr.  Hamilton  in  his  letter  involves 
the  use  of  lease-purchase  procedures  in  connection  with  transmission  or  generat¬ 
ing  facilities  of  REA  cooperatives.  The  pertinent  sentence  on  page  5  of  House 
Report  No.  947  is  as  follows : 

“None  of  the  funds  allowed  are  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  implementing 
existing  contracts  with  REA  cooperatives  which  provide  for  the  lease-purchase 
of  transmission  or  generating  facilities.” 

Will  you  kindly  have  arrangements  made  to  have  this  inserted  in  the  record 
of  the  hearings? 

Sincerely  yours, 


<§ 


Thomas  H.  Kuchel. 


American  Municipal  Association, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  January  22,  195  4. 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

(Attention:  Mr.  Howard  Schmidt.) 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel  :  Since  testifying  before  your  subcommittee  yesterday 
on  the  so-called  lease-purchase  legislation,  two  additional  facts  have  been  brought  ^ 
to  my  attention  which  merit  consideration.  I  refer  to  President  Eisenhower’s 
budget  message  in  which  he  stated :  “This  budget  marks  the  beginning  of  a 
movement  to  shift  to  State  and  local  government  and  private  enterprise  Federal 
activities  which  can  be  more  appropriately  and  more  efficiently  carried  on  in 
that  way.”  It  is  apparent  that  it  is  the  President’s  intention  to  encourage 
private  enterprise  wherever  possible  and  likewise  to  return  to  local  government 
responsibility  for  the  performance  of  additional  governmental  services.  Local 
government  cannot  perform  these  services  if  the  Federal  Government  continues 
to  adopt  policies  which  will  erode  its  tax  resources,  notably  the  real-estate  tax 
base.  Consequently,  the  lease-purchase  bills  run  directly  counter  to  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  avowed  purpose. 

I  have  also  been  informed  that  the  83d  Congress,  1st  session,  refused  to  allow 
the  use  of  lease  purchase  by  certain  governmental  agencies.  This  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  precedent  which  was  established  last  year  and  which  I  regret  to  say  was 
not  brought  out  in  the  testimony  of  the  Federal  agencies  which  were  seeking 
passage  of  this  legislation  yesterday.  I  refer  to  page  5  of  House  Report  No.  947 
on  H.  R.  4828,  specifically  denying  the  use  of  funds  for  lease-purchase  procedures 
by  a  particular  Federal  agency. 
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I  respectfully  request  that  this  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  of  your 
subcommittee’s  study  of  lease-purchase  legislation. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Randy  Haskell  Hamilton, 
Director  of  the  Washington  Office. 


Will  you  please  come  forward,  Mr.  Payne? 

This  is  Mr.  Albert  A.  Payne,  representing  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Real  Estate  Boards. 


STATEMENT  OF  ALBERT  A.  PAYNE,  REPRESENTING  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  REAL  ESTATE  BOARDS 

Mr.  Payne.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  interest  of  saving  time,  I  will 
attempt  to  brief  our  statement. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  full  text  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 
(The  statement  of  Mr.  Payne  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  Albert  A.  Payne  on  Behalf  of  the  National  Association  of  Real 

Estate  Boards 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Albert  Payne,  acting  secretary  of  the  realtors’  Washing¬ 
ton  committee  of  the  National  Association  of  Real  Estate  Boards.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  is  the  legislative  department  of  the  national  association.  We  have 
real-estate  boards  located  in  each  of  the  48  States,  with  a  total  of  more  than 
50,000  members. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  very  painstaking  manner  in  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  considering  the  important  matter  of  buildings  acquisition  as  proposed 
under  H.  R.  6342  and  other  bills.  It  is  certainly  desirable  that  the  proposed 
program  be  most  carefully  scrutinized.  After  all,  it  is  a  completely  new  depar¬ 
ture  from  established  practices.  It  could  very  likely  commit  the  Federal 
Government  to  acquisition  of  properties  without  specific  limits  and  without  even 
the  option  to  refrain  from  taking  title  should  the  need  no  longer  exist. 

It  is  true  that  the  provisions  regarding  the  Post  Office  Department  in  H.  R. 
6342  have  a  10-year  limitation  on  their  application  and  provide  for  leasing. 
Title  I  of  that  bill,  however,  is  the  part  under  which  most  acquisitions  would 
take  place.  There  is  no  time  limit  on  its  application.  Apparently  it  is  intended 
to  he  permanent  legislation. 

Bills  to  set  up  this  new  type  of  Federal  buildings  acquisition  were  put  before 
the  Congress  as  early  as  September  1951  by  the  previous  administration.  These 
bills  were  presented  at  the  height  of  the  Korean  war  by  an  administration  facing 
the  expansion  brought  on  by  the  war. 

The  present  situation  is  quite  different.  The  fighting  has  been  stopped  in 
Korea.  President  Eisenhower,  in  his  state  of  the  Union  message  on  January  7, 
stated  that  the  work  of  the  Federal  Government  was  going  on  with  some  183,000 
fewer  employees  and  that  the  cost  of  Government  had  been  reduced.  He  stated 
“thus  the  discouraging  trend  of  modern  governments  toward  their  own  limitless 
expansion  has  in  our  case  been  reversed.’’ 

We  suggest  that  the  only  way  the  announced  economy  program  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  be  effective  is  to  apply  it  to  the  various  bills  as  they  come  up  from  time 
to  time. 

The  President  said  in  his  state  of  the  Union  message  “*  *  *  When  budget 
savings  and  sound  governmental  financing  are  assured,  tax  burdens  should  be 
reduced  so  that  taxpayers  may  spend  their  own  money  in  their  own  way.  *  *  *” 
Earlier  in  the  same  message,  he  said  “*  *  *  until  these  standing  claims  on  our 
Government's  revenues  are  further  reduced,  the  growth  in  the  public  debt  cannot 
he  entirely  stopped.  *  *  *”  The  President  went  on  to  point  out  that  on  account 
of  the  standing  claims  against  the  Government  he  was  going  to  request  a  raise 
in  the  $275-billion  debt  ceiling  already  permitted  the  Federal  Government. 

Title  I  of  II.  R.  6342  is  a  tailormade  device  for  building  up  what  the  President 
calls  “standing  claims  on  our  Government’s  revenues”  of  indeterminable  size. 
Commitments  could  be  made  without  limitation  on  number,  without  limitation  on 
dollars,  and  without  limitation  on  time  this  contracting  authority  will  be 
permitted. 
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We  hope  this  committee  will  not  take  the  view  that  the  activities  of  the  Federal 
Government  must  be  continually  expanding  with  a  consequent  need  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  more  and  more  building  space  and  more  and  more  Government  employees. 
In  this  connection,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  wrhere  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  renting  space  for  which  the  need  is  no  longer  evident,  the  space  can  be 
disposed  of.  Since  the  new  administration  came  in,  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  has  relinquished  about  1  million  square  feet  of  leased  floor  space  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  alone. 

As  you  are  no  doubt  aware,  present  leases  of  privately  owned  property  by  the 
Federal  agencies  can  run  for  1  year  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  5  years  else¬ 
where,  and  in  the  case  of  the  Post  Office  Department  can  run  for  as  long  as  20 
years.  Of  course,  there  is  no  sound  reason  why  longer-term  leases  could  not  be 
granted  by  the  Congress  in  case  it  is  thought  advisable  to  do  so.  It  is  our  under¬ 
standing  that  all  of  these  leases  contain  cancellation  clauses  which  can  be 
exercised  at  the  convenience  of  the  Federal  Government  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  leases.  At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  these  leased  properties 
are  no  tax  problem  for  the  local  community  since  they  are  held  by  private 
citizens  and  are  subject  to  taxes  on  the  same  basis  as  the  property  of  other 
citizens  in  the  locality. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Federal  Government  acquires  the  property,  and 
the  terms  of  all  the  bills  presented  on  this  subject,  including  H.  R.  6342,  make 
it  mandatory  that  the  Federal  Government  take  title  to  every  building  involved 
in  the  program  (with  the  exception  of  certain  leases  under  title  II  for  the  Post  ( 
Office  Department  as  contained  in  H.  R.  6342),  all  taxes  would  be  lost  to  the  ' 
locality  after  title  is  taken  by  the  Federal  Government.  Furthermore,  if  the 
space  is  no  longer  needed  because  of  a  change  in  function,  more  efficient  opera¬ 
tion,  or  greater  economy  in  the  Federal  Establishment,  the  property  remain  in 
the  hands  of  the  Federal  Government  for  upkeep  and  is  a  liability  to  the  local 
government  regarding  a  weakening  of  its  tax  base. 

Keeping  property  in  Federal  ownership  may  be  more  uneconomical  than  it 
sounds  for  as  we  have  learned  in  Washington  there  is  nothing  so  permanent 
as  a  “temporary”  building.  As  long  as  the  buildings  are  standing,  the  tendency 
of  the  Federal  agencies  has  been  to  fill  them  with  employees. 

An  example  of  the  availability  of  privately  owned  office  space  is  the  Hurley- 
Wright  Building  here  in  Washington.  This  is  a  large  building  at  the  corner 
of  18th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW.,  which  for  many  years  housed  the  Federal 
Power  Commission.  It  is  now  vacant — a  privately  owned  taxpaying  building 
with  68,000  square  feet  of  office  space  available.  More  than  600,000  square  feet 
of  office  space  and  400,000  square  feet  of  storage  and  other  space  has  been 
vacated  by  the  Federal  Government  in  Washington  since  the  new  administration 
took  over.  During  this  same  period,  1  million  square  feet  of  new  office  space  has 
been  built  or  is  under  construction  within  the  District  of  Columbia.  Still  it  is 
claimed  that  the  temporary  buildings  which  are  an  eyesore  on  the  Mall  and 
elsewhere  cannot  be  removed  because  there  is  no  place  to  put  the  Government 
employees. 

Regarding  economy  in  Government  operation,  it  is  sometimes  claimed  that 
Government  ownership  of  buildings  will  save  money.  It  may  assist  us  in  under¬ 
standing  this  question  if  we  try  to  get  the  full  picture  of  Federal  ownership 
costs.  We  cannot  do  this  if  we  merely  look  at  the  cost  of  construction  of  a 
Federal  building  as  proposed  in  H.  R.  6342.  We  must  consider  also  upkeep 
and  loss  of  taxes. 

The  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  has  stated :  “As  any 
private  property  owner  is  obliged  tc  do,  the  Government  must  provide  necessary 
repairs  and  maintenance  for  the  buildings  it  owns.” 

The  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  year  1954  to  cover  “repairs,  renovations,  and 
improvements”  on  5,445  Federally  owned  buildings  outside  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  was  $25  million.  This  applied  only  to  those  buildings  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  General  Services  Administration.  Minor  repairs  and  im¬ 
provements  (costing  less  than  $25,000  each)  ran  to  $10  million.  Major  repairs 
and  improvements  (costing  more  than  $25,000  each)  were  estimated  at  $5  million. 
Work-space  improvements  to  post  office  facilities  were  estimated  at  $10  million. 
If  the  item  for  post  office  work-space  improvements  is  disregarded,  the  item  for 
minor  and  major  repairs  and  improvements  on  only  those  Federally  owned 
buildings  under  GSA  outside  the  District  of  Columbia  is  an  estimated  total  of 
$15  million. 

Now,  if  the  value  of  the  taxes  which  are  not  allowed  to  be  collected  by  the 
local  government  on  these  properties  is  figured  in,  then  the  apparent  lower  cost 
of  Federal  ownership  is  shown  up  in  a  truer  light. 
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In  addition  to  the  need  for  economy  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Government 
so  that  the  burden  of  Federal  taxes  on  citizens  may  be  lightened,  the  impact  of 
any  program  to  expand  Federal  ownership  of  real  estate  is  a  matter  of  serious 
concern  to  local  governments  at  the  present  time.  The  demand  for  local  services 
is  rising.  The  tax  base  against  which  local  governments  can  raise  money  to 
provide  these  services  would  be  further  weakened  by  any  Federal  acquisitions 
removing  properties  from  the  community  tax  rolls.  This  cannot  fail  to  mean 
higher  local  taxes  on  individual  property  owners.  In  the  long-range  view  it  is 
also  likely  to  lead  to  further  demands  by  the  local  government  for  money  from 
Washington  to  pay  for  local  services.  I  feel  sure  that  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  are  very  seriously  concerned  with  the  implications  of  this  question. 

The  previous  administration  thought  enough  of  this  problem  to  conduct  a 
conference  on  intergovernmental  fiscal  relations  in  April  1949.  Officials  of  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  governments  entered  into  the  discussion.  The  present 
administration  created  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  among 
other  puiqioses  to  investigate  the  importance  of  tax  losses  on  federally  owned 
properties. 

The  previous  administration  later  submitted  a  draft  of  a  bill  (H.  R.  5233, 
82d  Cong.,  1st  sess.)  and  an  Executive  communication  regarding  this  matter 
(Executive  Communication  No.  722,  Aug.  16,  1951).  In  the  latter  document 
addressed  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  Mr.  Frederick  J. 
k.  Lawton,  then  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  stated :  “Local  govern¬ 
or  ments  depend  upon  property  taxation  for  more  than  half  of  their  total  revenues, 
so  that  they  ax-e  particularly  concerned  when  the  Federal  Government  acquires 
real  estate  and  thereby  removes  it  from  the  property  tax  base  while  at  the  same 
time  activities  on  or  associated  with  the  Federal  property  may  impose  service 
burdens  up-on  these  local  governments.”  The  American  Municipal  Association 
estimates  that  more  than  70  percent  of  the  local  tax  revenues  are  obtained  from 
real  property. 

Mr.  Lawton  wyent  on  to  say  regarding  the  recommendations  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget :  “The  draft  bill  would  authorize  annual  payments  to  State  and 
local  governments  on  many  Federal  properties.  The  annual  payments  would 
be  normal  property  taxes  in  certain  instances;  in  most  cases  they  would  not  be 
taxes  but  would  be  payments  based  to  a  considerable  extent  on  factors  used  in 
determining  property  taxes.  The  draft  bill  would  also  authorize  payments  of 
special  assessments  for  local  improvements.” 

What  is  tiie  concrete  meaning  in  dollars  and  cents  of  local  tax  losses  due  to 
Federal  ownership?  Our  office  made  a  study  of  this  matter  last  year,  and 
here  are  a  few  samples  which  will  indicate  the  importance.  In  Berkeley,  Calif., 
for  example,  annual  tax  losses  were  estimated  at  $11,552.67 ;  in  Miami,  Fla.,  for 
public  housing  only,  $68,010.31 ;  in  Montgomery  County,  Md.,  $8,380,719.90 ;  and 
in  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  $2,906,031.34. 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  bill  does  not  specify  the  dollar  amounts  involved 
in  the  proposed  acquisitions.  An  indication  that  this  might  be  a  very  sizable 
.amount — which  could  also  give  an  idea  of  the  tax-exemption  impact  and  service 
costs  to  local  communities — is  the  statement  contained  in  the  Washington  Post 
^  of  November  23,  1953,  by  Mr.  Edward  F.  Ryan :  “The  estimate  of  more  than 
$2  billion  worth  of  potential  Government  building  projects  was  compiled  by 
General  Services  Administration  officials.” 

The  present  Administrator  of  GSA  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  have  announced  that  the  Government  is  going  to  work  toward  con¬ 
ducting  an  inventory  and  disposing  of  surplus  real  estate  now  held  by  the 
Federal  Government.  This  sound  policy  was  outlined  in  a  release  of  December 
30,  1953,  which  states  in  part :  “The  objectives  of  such  actions  to  dispose  of 
surplus  real  estate  are:  (1)  The  elimination  of  high  maintenance  costs,  (2) 
bringing  needed  revenue  into  the  Treasury  from  sales,  (3)  returning  property 
sold  to  State  and  local  tax  rolls,  from  which  it  is  now  exempt.”  At  the  present 
time  there  is  no  exact  knowledge  of  just  what  the  total  holdings  of  the  Federal 
•Government  in  real  estate  amount  to.  Doesn’t  it  seem  wise  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  carry  on  as  it  has  begun  and  find  out  first  just  where  it  stands  with 
reference  to  its  present  holdings  before  Congress  allows  it  to  embark  on  a 
■completely  new  program  for  acquisition  of  real  estate? 

We  doubt  the  wisdom  of  enacting  legislation  such  as  H.  R.  6342  at  the  present 
time  in  view  of  these  facts : 

1.  It  is  hoped  by  all  that  continued  expansion  of  the  Federal  Government  will 
not  be  carried  on  indefinitely.  This  measure  seems  to  provide  for  expansion 
rather  than  contraction. 
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2.  Efforts  to  lower  Government  costs  and  taxes  will  be  adversely  affected  by 
increasingly  committing  the  Government  to  new  spending  contracts. 

3.  Erosion  of  the  tax  base  of  local  communities  by  Federal  property  acquisi¬ 
tion  is  now  presenting  such  a  serious  threat  to  the  independence  of  local  govern¬ 
ments  that  a  Presidential  commission  and  several  committees  of  Congress  are 
working  on  the  problem.  Further  erosion  should  be  stopped  or  at  least  minimized 
by  a  Congress  looking  to  the  perpetuation  of  truly  local  self-government. 

4.  There  is  no  exact  knowledge  inside  or  outside  the  Federal  Government  of 
the  complete  property  holdings  of  the  Government  at  the  present  time.  H.  R. 
6342  provides  that  existing  properties,  plus  surplus  properties,  plus  the  sites  and 
all  facilities  under  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949,  plus  the  properties  under 
the  control  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  are  to  be  subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill.  Until  a  complete  inventory  is  established  and  the  study 
ordered  by  the  General  Services  Administration  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  been  completed,  there  is  no  way  of  knowing  whether  properties  already 
held  by  the  Government  are  being  utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  and  in  the 
wisest  possible  manner. 

In  addition  to  the  considerations  already  outlined,  the  following  questions 
might  be  helpful  in  consideration  of  the  bill : 

On  page  2,  lines  17  and  18 :  Why  should  the  Federal  Government  be  required 
to  take  title  to  every  piece  of  property  involved  in  the  program  under  title  I  and 
section  202  of  title  II?  Why  shouldn’t  any  option  to  purchase  contained  in  such 
a  contract  be  permissive  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Government  in  light  of  the 
situation  at  the  time  it  is  sought  to  exercise  the  option?  The  word  “option”  on 
line  3,  page  5,  is  used  regarding  restrictions  on  taking  of  title  but  does  not  appear 
in  section  411  (a)  granting  authority  to  sign  purchase  contracts. 

Page  4,  subsection  (e)  beginning  on  line  11 :  What  would  be  the  practical  effect 
of  this  provision  regarding  submitting  proposals  for  acquiring  buildings  with 
expenditures  of  more  than  $50,000  a  year  to  the  Vice  President  and  the  Speaker 
for  reference  to  committees?  What  would  be  the  effect  of  this  provision  in  the 
event  GSA  desired  to  execute  contracts  when  Congress  is  not  in  session?  Would 
it  not  be  desirable  in  the  public  interest  to  provide  that  the  Government  could 
not  be  committed  to  purchase  these  buildings  without  the  direct  prior  approval 
by  Congress?  Does  the  $50,000  per  year  and  under  figure  mean  that  GSA  could 
build  projects  costing  as  much  as  $1,250,000  each  without  even  submitting  the 
proposals  for  the  information  of  Congress?  ($50,000  times  the  maximum  install¬ 
ment  plan  term  of  25  years  in  the  bill  would  be  $1,250,000) . 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  proviso  beginning  on  page  4,  line  25,  through  line 
6  on  page  5,  stating  that  no  funds  appropriated  for  rent  could  be  spent  to  acquire 
title  to  the  property  covered  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract  term  specified 
therein  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition? 

Isn’t  it  true  that  the  hands  of  the  Appropriations  Committees  would  be  tied, 
since  the  language  on  page  2,  lines  17  and  18,  commits  the  Federal  Government 
to  acquire  every  piece  of  property  involved  in  such  contracts  ? 

On  page  6,  beginning  on  line  16  through  line  2  on  page  7 :  Why  is  it  thought 
necessary  to  set  aside  the  whole  series  of  laws  built  up  over  a  period  of  time 
by  Congress  to  protect  the  public  interest  against  bureaucratic  abuse?  Is  it  no 
longer  thought  necessary  for  Congress  to  maintain  strict  control  over  property 
acquisition  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government? 

Page  5,  line  25  through  line  3  on  page  6 :  Why  shouldn’t  provisions  be  made 
to  allow  payments  for  local  taxes  on  those  properties  acquired  by  the  Federal 
Government?  The  Post  Office  Department  has  stated  its  willingness  to  pay 
local  taxes  on  properties  acquired  henceforth.  Couldn’t  the  Congress  adopt 
provisions  requiring  payments  of  taxes  on  properties  acquired  in  the  future  by 
the  Federal  Government  without  at  this  time  disturbing  the  question  of  any 
such  treatment  on  properties  acquired  in  the  past? 

In  view  of  the  crucial  importance  of  local  taxes  to  local  communities  and  citi¬ 
zens,  why  wouldn’t  it  be  wise  to  adopt  an  amendment  along  the  lines  of  the 
following : 

“Consent  is  hereby  granted  to  any  State  or  local  government  to  tax  property 
the  title  to  which  property  vests  in  the  United  States  pursuant  to  subsection  (a). 
Such  property  may  be  taxed  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  accord¬ 
ing  to  its  value  as  if  it  were  privately  owned,  and  any  such  tax  shall  be  based 
upon  an  assessed  valuation  which  does  not  represent  a  larger  percentage  of  true 
value  than  is  used  by  assessing  authorities  in  valuing  property  generally  for  tax 
purposes  within  the  taxing  jurisdiction.” 


AMENDING  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949 


39 


Mr.  Chairman,  we  feel  every  effort  should  be  made  to  avoid  narrowing  the 
field  of  private  ownership  of  real  estate  in  this  country.  In  those  cases  where 
the  Congress  considers  it  wise  to  acquire  property  we  feel  very  strongly  that 
provisions  should  be  enacted  to  avoid  removing  these  properties  from  the  tax 
bases  of  the  local  communities  involved. 

We  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  present  the  views  of  our  association  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Payne.  I  am  Albert  Payne,  acting  secretary  of  the  Realtors7 
Washington  committee  of  the  National  Association  of  Real  Estate 
Boards. 

Our  committee  is  the  legislative  department  of  the  national  asso¬ 
ciation.  We  certainly  appreciate  the  painstaking  manner  in  which 
this  committee  is  considering  the  important  matter  of  buildings 
acquisition  as  proposed  under  H.  R.  6342  and  other  bills.  The  bill 
could  very  likely  commit  the  Federal  Government  to  acquisition  of 
properties  without  specific  limits  and  without  even  the  option  to 
refrain  from  taking  title,  should  the  need  no  longer  exist. 

It  is  true  that  the  provisions  regarding  the  Post  Office  Department 
in  H.  R.  6342  have  a  10-year  limitation  on  their  application  and  pro¬ 
vide  for  leasing.  Title  I  of  that  bill,  however,  is  the  part  under  which 
most  acquisitions  would  take  place.  There  is  no  time  limit  on  its 
application.  Apparently  it  is  intended  to  be  permanent  legislation. 

Bills  to  set  up  this  type  of  Federal  buildings  acquisition  were  put 
before  the  Congress  as  early  as  September  1951  by  the  previous  ad¬ 
ministration.  These  bills  were  presented  at  the  height  of  the  Korean 
war  by  an  administration  facing  the  expansion  brought  on  by  the  war. 

The  present  situation  is  quite  different.  The  fighting  has  been 
stopped  in  Korea.  President  Eisenhower,  in  his  state  of  the  Union 
message  on  January  7,  stated  that  the  work  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  was  going  on  with  some  183,000  fewer  employees,  and  that  the 
cost  of  Government  had  been  reduced.  He  stated: 

*  *  *  Thus  the  discouraging  trend  of  modern  governments  toward  their  own 
limitless  expansion  has,  in  our  case,  been  reversed.  *  *  * 

We  suggest  that  the  only  way  the  announced  economy  program  of 
the  Government  can  be  effective  is  to  apply  it  to  the  various  bills  as 
they  come  up  from  time  to  time. 

The  President  said,  in  his  state  of  the  Union  message : 

When  the  budget  savings  and  sound  governmental  financing  are  assured,  tax 
burdens  should  be  reduced  so  that  taxpayers  may  spend  their  own  money  in 
their  own  way.  *  *  * 

Earlier  in  the  same  message,  he  said : 

*  *  *  Until  these  standing  claims  on  our  Government’s  revenues  are  further 
reduced,  the  growth  in  the  public  debt  cannot  be  entirely  stopped.  *  *  * 

The  President  went  on  to  point  out  that  on  account  of  the  standing 
claims  against  the  Government,  he  was  going  to  request  a  raise  in  the 
$275  billion  debt  ceiling  already  permitted  the  Federal  Government. 

Title  I  of  H.  R.  6342,  and  section  202  of  that  bill,  for  that  matter,  is 
a  tailormade  device  for  building  up  what  the  President  calls  “stand¬ 
ing  claims  on  our  Government’s  revenues”  of  indeterminable  size. 
Commitments  could  be  made  without  limitation  on  number,  without 
limitation  on  dollars,  and  without  limitation  on  time  this  contracting 
authority  will  be  permitted. 

We  hope  this  committee  will  not  take  the  view  that  the  activities  of 
the  Federal  Government  must  be  continually  expanding  with  a  con- 
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sequent  need  for  acquisition  of  more  and  more  building  space  and  more 
and  more  Government  employees. 

We  doubt  the  wisdom  of  enacting  legislation  such  as  H.  R.  6342  at 
the  present  time,  in  view  of  these  facts : 

1.  It  is  hoped  by  all  that  continued  expansion  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  not  be  carried  on  indefinitely.  This  measure  seems 
to  provide  for  expansion  rather  than  contraction. 

2.  Efforts  to  lower  Government  costs  and  taxes  will  be  adversely 
affected  by  increasingly  committing  the  Government  to  new  spending 
contracts. 

3.  Erosion  of  the  tax  base  of  local  communities  by  Federal  property 
acquisition  is  now  presenting  such  a  serious  threat  to  the  independence 
of  local  governments  that  a  Presidential  commission  and  several  com¬ 
mittees  of  Congress  are  working  on  the  problem.  Further  erosion 
should  be  stopped  or  at  least  minimized  by  a  Congress  looking  to  the 
perpetuation  of  truly  local  self-government. 

4.  There  is  no  exact  knowledge  inside  or  outside  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  complete  property  holdings  of  the  Government  at  the  ^ 
present  time.  H.  R.  6342  provides  that  existing  properties,  plus  sur¬ 
plus  properties,  plus  the  sites  and  all  facilities  under  the  Public  Build¬ 
ings  Act  of  1949,  plus  the  properties  under  the  control  of  the  General 
Services  Administration,  are  to  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
bill.  Until  a  complete  inventory  is  established  and  the  study  ordered 
by  the  General  Services  Administration  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  been  completed,  and  it  is  commendable  that  the  General  Services 
Administration  is  carrying  out  such  a  study  at  the  present  time,  there 
is  no  way  of  knowing  whether  properties  already  held  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  being  utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  and  in  the  wisest 
possible  manner. 

Senator  Holland.  I  judge  from  your  last  statement  that  you  think 
that  I  was  inclined  to  think  from  a  rather  quick  reading  of  this  bill 
that  looking  at  the  post  office  picture  alone,  that  all  present  post  office 
properties  are  included  within  the  purview  of  title  II. 

Mr.  Payne.  I  looked  at  it  very  closely.  I  am  inclined  to  agree 
with  you.  There  is  one  limiting  phrase  in  section  205.  There  is  a 
limiting  phrase  that  mitigates  somewhat,  although  basically  your 
point  is  valid.  It  says :  a 

*  *  *  property  acquired  in  tlie  performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  the 
functions  vested  in  him  by  this  title  *  *  *. 

Now,  if  that  means  that  it  would  only  involve  properties  newly 
acquired  by  him  under  this  title,  then  it  isn’t  as  broad  as  you  thought. 

I  am  not  sure  of  that  language. 

Senator  Kuchel.  If  it  were  tied  down  to  prospective  applications, 
then  I  am  sure  it  would  destroy  what  that  agency  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  Payne.  As  I  understand  Mr.  Ivieb’s  program,  one  part  of  it 
is  that  where  it  suits  the  convenience  and  the  efficiency  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  he  would  like  to  acquire  sites  or  at  least  option  sites  in  advance, 
in  order  to  keep  some  control  over  the  building  up  of  those  sites  where 
he  wants  to  locate.  He  could  option  those  sites  and  then  option  them 
to  a  private  owner,  and  then  contract  with  him  to  construct  the  building 
that  the  Department  needs  and  then  turn  the  building  back  to  the 
owner  and  rent  from  the  owner. 
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Senator  Holland.  I  was  drawing  my  conclusion  from  your  state¬ 
ment  where  you  said  that  H.  R.  6342  provides  that  existing  properties, 
plus  surplus  properties,  plus  the  sites  and  all  facilities  under  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Buildings  Act  of  1949,  plus  the  properties  under  the  control  of 
Genera]  Services  Administration,  are  to  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Payne.  I  certainly  understand  that  with  regard  to  title  II  and 
section  202.  I  am  not  completely  clear  about  section  203  and  the 
following  sections  in  that  regard. 

Senator  Holland.  But  so  far  as  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  is  concerned  and  its  properties. 

Mr.  Payne.  I  believe  it  is  clear. 

Senator  Holland.  And  so  far  as  title  II,  section  202,  is  concerned, 
you  are  sure  that  all  present  Government-owned  properties  of  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  and  the  Post  Office  Department  are 
included  ? 

Mr.  Payne.  That  is  my  opinion.  I  believe  it  is  exceedingly  broad 
disposition  authority,  and  also  acquisition  authority. 

In  addition  to  the  considerations  already  outlined,  the  following 
questions  might  be  helpful  in  consideration  of  the  bill,  and  may  I 
invite  your  attention  to  H.  R.  6342 : 

On  page  2,  lines  17  and  18,  why  should  the  Federal  Government  be 
required  to  take  title  to  every  piece  of  property  involved  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  under  title  I  and  section  202  of  title  II  ?  Why  shouldn’t  any 
option  to  purchase  contained  in  such  a  contract  be  permissive  on  the 
part  of  the  Federal  Government  in  light  of  the  situation  at  the  time  it 
is  sought  to  exercise  the  option  ?  The  word  “option”  on  line  3,  page  5, 
is  used  regarding  restrictions  on  taking  of  title  but  it  notably  does 
not  appear  in  section  411  (a)  authority  to  sign  purchase  contracts. 
They  use  the  word  “option”  when  they  are  talking  about  restriction  of 
taking  title  as  to  the  appropriation  purposes,  but  in  title  I  and  section 
202,  it  notably  is  not  used.  Title  I,  as  you  know,  requires  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  take  title  to  every  property  involved  under  the  bill. 
Under  title  I  there  is  no  provision  for  a  lease  as  it  is  commonly  under¬ 
stood.  It  is  a  commitment  to  take  title  in  every  single  contract. 

Senator  Holland.  Is  this  your  point,  that  instead  of  being  em¬ 
powered  to  take  leases  for  longer  periods  of  time  than  the  bill  per- 
x  mitted  by  present  law,  that  this  bill  would  simply  tie  in  any  additional 
,  time  period  with  the  purchase  feature  as  well  ? 

Mr.  Payne.  Acquisition  in  every  instance  involved  under  title  I 
and  section  202,  that  is  correct,  Senator. 

Senator  Holland.  Then  this  bill,  if  enacted,  would  not,  as  you  seem 
to  feel,  make  it  possible  for  the  Government  to  acquire  longer  term 
leases  freed  from  obligation  to  purchase,  than  permitted  under  the 
present  law. 

Mr.  Payne.  That  is  entirely  correct,  Senator,  and  it  is  remarkable 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  all  the  arguments  I  heard  here  today  by  the 
gentlemen  from  the  General  Services  Administration  were  actually 
not  in  favor  so  much  of  acquisition  as  in  favor  of  a  more  flexible 
arrangement  with  reference  leasing  terms. 

As  they  point  out,  they  are  now  tied  down  to  5  years  generally 
outside  the  District  of  Columbia  and  1  year  inside  the  District  of 
Columbia.  They  did  not  ask,  and  the  bill  does  not  grant  them  a 
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lengthening  of  that  5-year  restriction  on  bona  fide  leasing,  lhey 
have  not  asked,  as  far  as  I  know,  for  that  permission. 

Page  4,  subsection  (e),  beginning  on  line  11;  what  would  be  the 
practical  effect  of  this  provision  regarding  submitting  proposals  for 
acquiring  buildings  with  expenditures  of  more  than  $50,000  a  year 
to  the  Vice  President  and  the  Speaker  for  reference  to  committees? 
What  would  be  the  effect  of  this  provision  in  the  event  GSA  desired 
to  execute  contracts  when  Congress  is  not  in  session  ?  Would  it  not 
be  desirable  in  the  public  interest  to  provide  that  the  Government 
could  not  be  committed  to  purchase  these  buildings  without  the  direct 
prior  approval  by  Congress  ? 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  proviso  beginning  on  page  4,  line  25 
through  line  6  on  page  5,  stating  that  no  funds  appropriated  for  rent 
could  be  spent  to  acquire  title  to  the  property  covered  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  the  contract  term  specified  therein  in  the  absence  of 
specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition  ? 

Isn’t  it  true  that  the  hands  of  the  Appropriations  Committees  would 
be  tied,  since  the  language  on  page  2,  lines  17  and  18,  commits  the 
Federal  Government  to  acquire  every  piece  of  property  involved  in  A 
such  contracts  ? 

On  page  6,  beginning  on  line  16  through  line  2  on  page  7,  why  is 
it  thought  necessary  to  set  aside  the  whole  series  of  laws  built  up 
over  a  period  of  time  by  Congress  to  protect  the  public  interest  against 
bureaucratic  abuse?  Is  it  no  longer  thought  necessary  for  Congress 
to  maintain  strict  control  over  property  acquisition  by  agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government? 

Senator  Holland.  What  were  you  referring  to  there?  Was  that 
the  provision  containing  the  “notwithstanding”  clause  ? 

Mr.  Payne.  I  did  not  have  that  provision  in  mind  at  the  time.  I 
was  thinking  of  the  specific  statutes  set  aside  in  the  bill  on  page  6, 
line  16.  They  list  certain  of  the  statutes  which  they  would  like  to 
be  set  aside  for  them  in  this  operation. 

Senator  Holland.  Is  there  a  point  made  that  is  a  little  stronger? 
Isn’t  that  point  made  stronger  by  the  words  in  section  203  applicable 
to  the  Post  Office  Department : 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Postmaster  General  is  au¬ 
thorized  to — - 

And  then  all  the  authorization  provisions  come  after  that.  \ 

Mr.  Payne.  Senator,  I  cannot  think  of  a  broader  phrase  than  to 
give  any  agency  the  authority  to  set  aside  all  laws  with  respect  to  an 
operation. 

Page  5,  line  25  through  line  3  on  page  6,  why  shouldn’t  provisions 
be  made  to  allow  payments  for  local  taxes  on  those  properties  acquired 
by  the  Federal  Government?  The  Post  Office  Department  has  stated 
its  willingness  to  pay  local  taxes  on  properties  acquired  henceforth. 
Couldn’t  the  Congress  adopt  provisions  requiring  payments  of  taxes 
on  properties  acquired  in  the  future  by  the  Federal  Government 
without  at  this  time  disturbing  the  question  of  any  such  treatment  on 
properties  acquired  in  the  past? 

In  view  of  the  crucial  importance  of  local  taxes  to  local  communities 
and  citizens,  why  wouldn’t  it  be  wise  to  adopt  an  amendment  along  the 
lines  of  the  following : 

Consent  is  hereby  granted  to  any  State  or  local  government  to  tax  property 
the  title  to  which  property  vests  in  the  United  States  pursuant  to  subsection  (a). 
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Such  property  may  be  taxed  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  accord¬ 
ing  to  its  value  as  if  it  were  privately  owned,  and  any  such  tax  shall  be  based 
upon  an  assessed  valuation  which  does  not  represent  a  larger  percentage  of 
true  value  than  is  used  by  assessing  authorities  in  valuing  property  generally 
for  tax  purposes  within  the  taxing  jurisdiction. 

That  latter  phase  is  to  answer  the  criticism  that  some  have  made 
that  some  of  the  local  communities  would  try  to  assess  the  Federal 
Government  on  a  different  basis  than  people  generally. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  feel  every  effort  should  be  made  to  avoid  narrow¬ 
ing  the  field  of  private  ownership  of  real  estate  in  this  country.  In 
those  cases  wrhere  the  Congress  considers  it  wise  to  acquire  property, 
we  feel  very  strongly  that  provisions  should  be  enacted  to  avoid  re¬ 
moving  these  properties  from  the  tax  bases  of  the  local  communities 
involved. 

We  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for 
this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  our  association  for  your  con¬ 
sideration. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Payne. 

Gentlemen,  if  there  is  no  objection,  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  file  a  copy  of  the  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General, 
signed  by  Mr.  Frank  H.  Weitzel,  the  Acting  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States,  who  approves  the  bill  but  who,  I  might  say,  Sen¬ 
ator  Holland,  suggests  agreement  with  you  on  your  interpretation  of 
section  205  when  he  says  that  constitutes  a  departure  from  the  normal 
appropriation  process  in  that  it  would  allow  the  Postmaster  General 
to  spend  amounts  received  from  sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of 
property  acquired  in  the  performance  of  the  functions  authorized  by 
title  II  without  specific  appropriation  by  Congress. 

That  letter  will  be  inserted. 

(The  letter  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

January  20,  195 1. 

Hon.  Edward  Martin, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

United,  States  Senate. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  By  telephone  conveTSation  of  January  18,  1954,  Mr. 
Bassett,  of  the  staff  of  your  committee,  asked  that  a  letter  be  submitted  to 
the  committee  indicating  the  present  position  of  the  General  Accounting  Office 
on  H.  R.  6342,  83d  Congress. 

While  H.  R.  6342  would  give  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  and  the 
Postmaster  General  broad  grants  of  authority  with  respect  to  the  acquisition 
and  leasing  of  real  property,  it  is  believed  that  the  purposes  sought  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  bill  are  sound.  Of  course,  as  in  any  case  where  broad  authority 
is  given  to  the  head  of  an  agency,  the  ultimate  results  will  depend  solely  upon 
how  well  that  authority  is  exercised. 

Section  205  of  the  bill  is  a  departure  from  the  normal  appropriation  process 
in  that  it  would  allow  the  Postmaster  General  to  spend  amounts  received  from 
sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired  in  the  performance  of 
the  functions  authorized  by  title  II,  without  specific  appropriation  by  Congress. 
While  the  General  Accounting  Office  does  not  normally  favor  this  type  of  pro¬ 
vision,  it  is  understood  the  transactions  in  which  proceeds  of  sales,  leases,  etc., 
would  be  available  for  expenditure  would  be  limited  in  number  and  on  this 
basis  no  objection  will  be  offered.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  section  209  of  the 
bill  directs  the  Postmaster  General  to  include  in  his  annual  report  an  account 
of  the  transactions  conducted  during  the  applicable  year  under  the  authority 
of  title  II.  Such  a  report  will  afford  Congress  a  means  of  being  informed  of 
property  transactions  made  by  the  Postmaster  General  under  the  authority 
granted.  In  addition,  the  General  Accounting  Office  in  its  audit  of  the  Post 
Office  Department  will  examine  the  activities  of  the  Department  under  the 
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authority  granted  by  title  II,  if  enacted,  and  include  appropriate  comments  in 
the  audit  reports  submitted  to  the  Congress. 

On  the  basis  of  past  conferences  with  representatives  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  and  the  Post  Office  Department,  it  is  believed  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  will  be  of  considerable  benefit  to  the  Federal  Government.  Accordingly, 
the  General  Accounting  Office  has  no  objection  to  the  favorable  consideration  of 
H.  R.  6342  in  its  present  form. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Frank  H.  Weitzel, 

Acting  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 


Senator  Stennis.  You  raised  this  very  serious  question  about  local 
taxation.  If  you  go  into  the  policy  of  taxing  this,  wouldn’t  you  have 
to  go  into  the  matter  of  taxing  other  Federal  property  ? 

Mr.  Payne.  I  do  not  think  so.  I  believe  you  can  find  precedent 
in  the  law  about  having  a  cutoff  date.  The  previous  Administration 
submitted,  in  1951,  a  bill  to  do  that.  They  used  a  cutoff  date  of  1946. 

The  Chairman.  I  should  like  to  refer  you  and  the  staff,  and  I  am 
sure  the  staff  is  aware  of  these  communications,  Executive  Communi¬ 
cation  No.  722  regarding  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  from  the  Director 
of  the  Budget,  dated  August  16, 1951,  a  letter  addressed  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Represenatives :  and  also  H.  R.  5223  of  the  82d  Con¬ 
gress,  1st  sess.,  the  draft  bill  which  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  sent  up. 

They  had  a  variety  of  treatments  suggested  for  certain  types  of 
property.  On  one  type  of  property  they  were  going  to  pay  full  local 
taxes.  On  another  type  they  were  going  to  continue  the  exemption 
intact. 

As  I  understand  it,  this  matter  is  under  study  by  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committees,  and  by  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations,  under  Dr.  Manion  as  to  future  and  past  properties. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Congress  might  very  well  not  make 
the  issue  any  more  serious  by  causing  provisions  such  as  we  have  sug¬ 
gested  to  apply  only  to  those  properties  in  this  bill.  If  some  provi¬ 
sion  is  needed  later  on,  that  could  be  worked  in.  At  least  you  would 
not  have  these  properties  further  weakening  the  tax  base  of  the  local 
communities  who  are  striving  to  meet  the  demands  for  local  services 
in  their  communities.  As  Mr.  Hamilton,  of  the  Municipal  Associa¬ 
tion,  stated,  real  estate  taxes  account  for  about  70  percent  of  local 
government  revenues.  The  Congress  is  trying  to  lower  the  taxation 
on  the  citizens  from  the  Federal  standpoint,  and  if  you  remove  more 
properties  in  these  communities  from  the  local  tax  rolls,  you  are  going 
to  require  higher  real-estate  taxes  on  all  persons  in  those  areas. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Payne,  for  your  state¬ 
ment. 

Gentlemen,  that  concludes  this  hearing.  The  hearings  held  last 
year  on  bills  of  this  nature  will  be  incorporated  as  a  part  of  this 
hearing. 
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(Thereupon,  at  12 :  35  p.  m.,  the  hearing  was  concluded.) 
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FRIDAY,  JULY  24,  1953 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 
Subcommittee  on  Buildings  and  Grounds, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10 : 10  a.  m.,  room  412, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel  (chairman  of  the 
subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Kuchel  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee),  Bush, 
Holland,  and  Gore. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  Subcommittee  on  Buildings  and  Grounds  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  will  be  in  order. 

This  is  the  time  and  place  set  for  a  hearing  on  Senate  bill  2041. 

(S.  2041  is  as  follows :) 

[S.  2041,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.l 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of 
certain  public  buildings  for  housing  of  Federal  agencies  or  departments,  including  post 
offices,  by  executing  purchase  contracts,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is 
amended  by  (a)  redesignating  section  411  thereof  as  section  412;  and  (b)  insert¬ 
ing,  immediately  after  section  410  thereof,  the  following  new  section : 

“purchase  contracts 

“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  determines  that 
(1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the  permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government, 
including  space  for  post  offices,  in  any  particular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by 
utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the 
Government,  and  (2)  a  project  for  constructing  a  post  office  or  other  public  build¬ 
ing  is  eligible  under  the  geographical  allocation  and  distribution  of  buildings  set 
forth  in  section  102  of  this  Act,  and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and 
provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the  Government,  both  in  and 
outside  the  District  of  Columbia,  within  the  continental  limits  of  the  United 
States,  including,  with  the  approval  of  the  Postmaster  General,  activities  of  the 
Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the 
terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less  than  or  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which 
shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States 
at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such  terms  and 
conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed 
upon  therein  of  installment  payments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for 
the  exchange  of  surplus  real  property  or  real  property  which  may  become  surplus 
as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the  Administrator  determines  that  the  best 
interests  of  the  Government  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be  served. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  authorized  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those 
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for  which  conversions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and 
properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance 
of  the  terms  of  applicable  purchase  contracts. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private 
entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section ;  and  is  further  authorized 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  owned  by  the 
United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General  Services  Administration 
including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon, 
by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase  contracts. 

“(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such  provisions  as  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations 
imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with  the 
United  States :  Provided,  That  no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment 
by  the  United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys  in  an  aggregate 
annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of 
the  property  at  the  date  of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date  of  completion  of  such  construction :  And 
provided  further.  That  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  before  executing 
any  proposed  purchase  contract  under  this  Act  shall  submit  the  same  for  approval 
to  the  committees  of  the  Congress  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter, 
which  approval  shall  be  expressed  by  a  committee  resolution  jointly  adopted  by 
such  committees. 

“(e)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment  of  rent  and  related 
charges  for  premises,  whether  appropriated  directly  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  or  to  any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  make  payments  beconling  due  from  time  to  time  from  the 
United  States  as  current  charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into 
under  authority  of  this  Act :  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended  for 
acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  the  contract  term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option 
to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for 
such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are  hereby  authorized :  Provided  further, 
That  the  value  of  any  Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any 
such  agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the  payments  to  be 
made  by  the  United  States  thereunder :  Provided  further,  That  Government  real 
property  to  be  exchanged  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that  where  the  amount  of 
credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase 
price,  the  amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall  be  covered  into  the  miscel¬ 
laneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

“(f)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person 
or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  section  and  the  applica¬ 
tion  thereof  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

“(g)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  this  Act  and  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed 
under  this  Act,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  executed  and  placed  in 
effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General 
with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  sections  3734 
and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259 ;  41  U.  S.  C.  14)  ; 
section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370;  40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  section  4  of 
the  Act  of  June  14, 1946  (60  Stat.  257,  as  amended ;  40  U.  S.  C.  304c)  ;  section  407 
of  the  Act  of  June  16,  1949  (63  Stat.  199;  40  U.  S.  G.  Supp.  37a)  ;  and  any  other 
provision  of  law  relating  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  construction  of 
buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements 
executed  under  this  Act. 

“(h)  This  section  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Public  Buildings  Purchase  Contract  Act 
of  1953’.” 

Senator  Ivuchel.  In  addition  to  witnesses,  however,  developing  ar¬ 
guments  pro  and  con  on  that  bill,  I  have  been  instructed  to  give  atten¬ 
tion  to  a  similar  House  bill,  H.  R.  6342,  and  if  any  comments  are 
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directed  to  that  piece  of  proposed  legislation  the  committee  will  be 
glad  to  hear  from  anyone  present. 

The  staff  has  prepared  a  suggested  list  of  seven  witnesses.  The 
first  name  is  Mr.  Edmund  F.  Mansure,  the  Administrator  of  the 
General  Services  Administration. 

Is  Mr.  Mansure  or  a  representative  of  that  Department  here  ? 

STATEMENTS  OF  RUSSELL  FORBES,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR  OF 

THE  GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION;  W.  E.  REYNOLDS, 

COMMISSIONER  OF  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  SERVICE;  AND  MAXWELL 

H.  ELLIOTT,  GENERAL  COUNSEL,  GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATION 

Mr.  Forbes.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Russell  Forbes,  the  Deputy  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Forbes. 

Mr.  Forbes.  Mr.  Mansure  is  out  of  the  city,  inspecting  our  regional 
office  on  the  west  coast,  and  I  am  appearing  in  his  stead. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Very  well. 

Mr.  Forbes.  We  have  Commissioner  W.  E.  Reynolds  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Service  here,  and  Mr.  Maxwell  H.  Elliott,  General  Counsel 
of  the  General  Services  Administration,  to  give  expert  testimony. 

All  I  would  like  to  say  is  that  the  General  Services  Administration 
very  much  hopes  we  can  in  this  session  of  Congress  get  legislation  on 
this  lease-purchase  subject  because  it  is  of  very  great  importance  to  us. 

I  also  want  to  say  that  we  do  not  consider  the  question  of  committee 
jurisdiction  up  here  is  our  affair  or  problem,  and  so  we  are  neutral  irp 
that  matter,  but  we  do  hope  that  your  committee  can  assist  us  and  the’ 
Post  Office  Department  in  getting  this  legislation  enacted,  which  is 
very  badly  needed. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Can  you  describe  what  the  bill  S.  2041  would 
accomplish  ? 

Mr.  Forbes.  That  is  the  bill  on  which  you  called  the  hearing  this 
morning  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes. 

Mr.  Forbes.  If  it  would  be  all  right  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  yield  to  Commissioner  Reynolds,  who  is  technically 
qualified  more  than  I  am  to  discuss  that. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Very  well.  Do  you  have  a  prepared  statement, 
Commissioner  Reynolds  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  do  not. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Could  you  or  would  you  develop  then  what  the 
intent  and  purpose  of  the  bill  is  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  bill  is  designed,  Mr.  Chairman - 

Senator  Bush.  Are  these  bills  identical,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No,  there  is  quite  a  difference  between  S.  2041  and 
H.  R.  6342,  which  is  on  the  floor  of  the  House  today,  as  I  understand 
it;  but  they  both  go  to  the  same  basic  question,  that  is,  to  extend  to 
the  executive  departments  the  right  to  enter  into  contracts  over  a 
period  of  years  drawn  in  such  a  manner  that  at  the  end  of  a  stated 
period,  which  shall  not  be  more  than  25  years  in  the  case  of  S.  2041, 
title  will  then  flow  to  the  United  States. 
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We  are  favorable  to  the  bill  for  this  reason:  At  the  present  time 
we  are  required  to  provide  general-purpose  space  for  the  various 
Departments  and  agencies  of  the  Government. 

We  are  not  required  to  provide  special-service  space  such  as  you 
would  find  at  substations  of  post  offices,  and  things  of  that  sort.  The 
only  way  we  can  provide  that  space  is  either  through  appropriations 
by  the  Congress  for  the  construction  of  buildings  or  rental  thereof. 

It  has  seemed  to  us  for  a  long  time  it  would  be  very  helpful  if  we 
could  have  a  third  way  of  obtaining  space.  We  find,  for  instance, 
that  after  years  and  years  of  rental  of  properties  often  up  to  40  or 
50  years  the  Government  is  still  renting  them.  It  has  been  impossible, 
as  you  gentlemen  know,  to  obtain  funds  for  the  construction  of  build¬ 
ings,  except  of  an  emergency  character,  since  before  the  beginning  of 
the  war.  There  has  been  no  public  buildings  program  per  se  for 
about  12  years.  Prior  to  that  there  was  a  building  program  each 
year.  It  is  difficult  to  forecast  when  the  economic  situation  and  the 
budget  situation  will  be  such  as  to  permit  a  normal  resumption  of 
public  building  construction. 

With  the  three  methods  before  us,  the  cheapest  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  direct  construction  by  appropriations  from  the  Congress. 
The  second,  from  the  standpoint  of  cost,  would  be  the  lease-purchase 
arrangement  we  are  discussing  here  today.  The  third  would  be. 
straight  out-and-out  rental.  We  are  interested  in  it  for  some  types  of 
construction  or  structures  that  we  have  been  unable  to  acquire;  and 
in  seeking  to  find  someone  to  build  for  us  they  tell  us  they  cannot 
afford  to  do  so  with  the  risks  they  are  required  to  take  due  to  the 
limitations  that  we  have  for  the  period  of  the  lease. 

In  the  District  of  Columbia  our  leasing  period  is  for  1  year. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Is  that  by  statute? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  By  statute. 

Outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia  we  can  go  to  5  years.  Recently 
we  have  had - 

Senator  Bush.  May  I  interrupt  you  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  Senator. 

Senator  Bush.  What  is  the  theory  of  such  a  short-term  lease  re¬ 
striction  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  the  Congress  has  never  felt  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  it  should  be  more  than  1  year,  and  we  have  not  objected 
to  it  here  because  it  has  not  interfered  basically  with  our  operations, 
because  the  owners  of  property  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia  know 
when  the  Government  rents  a  building  it  will  probably  be  a  continuing 
tenant  for  a  long  time. 

Senator  Bush.  I  can  understand  that,  but  I  do  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  why  in  Cincinnati  or  any  other  place  they  limit  it  to  a  5-year 
lease. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  are  limited  to  a  5-year  lease,  but  the  Post  Office 
Department  is  not. 

Senator  Bush.  They  are  not  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No,  sir.  They  can  lease  up  to  20  years  for  substa¬ 
tions. 

Senator  Bush.  Then  what  buildings  would  you  be  leasing  on  a  5- 
year  lease  throughout  the  country  that  are  not  post  office  buildings, 
for  instance  ? 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  We  have  to  provide  space  for  all  of  the  other  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Government,  like  Internal  Revenue,  and  so  on. 

Senator  Bush.  You  mean  for  their  offices? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  For  their  office  buildings. 

Senator  Busii.  Yes.  I  see.  I  was  thinking  more  of  whole  build¬ 
ings,  but  you  rent  office  space  for  them  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right,  and  we  will  very  often  rent  an  entire 
building  and  operate  it  ourselves. 

Senator  Bush.  You  do  that? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  You  rent  the  entire  building? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  And  there  you  are  limited  to  5  years  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  Excuse  me  for  interrupting. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Not  at  all. 

Now,  within  the  last  year  and  a  half  we  have  been  required  to  obtain 
a  considerable  amount  of  warehouse  space,  and  we  have  tried  to  rent 
it  and  could  not.  We  have  advertised  for  bids  on  a  5-year  basis  for 
new  construction  and  have  been  successful  in  getting  bidders  to  bid  on 
that  basis.  But  the  price  we  have  to  pay  is  too  much  because  the  build¬ 
ings  by  their  very  nature  are  generally  located  so  that  it  might  be  diffi¬ 
cult  to  get  another  tenant  in  the  event  that  at  the  end  of  the  5-year  pe¬ 
riod  the  Government  would  move  out.  Therefore,  the  private  investor 
is  required  to  reduce  his  capital  investment  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible  in  the  first  5-year  period.  We  could  save  on  three  warehouses 
about  $500,000  a  year  if  we  had  this  bill.  And  the  contract  is  so  drawn 
that  we  could  convert  those  contracts  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement 
if  we  so  desired. 

About  a  year  and  a  half  ago  we  entered  into  a  contract  for  a  sub¬ 
stantial  office  building  in  the  northwest.  It  is  a  5-year  contract.  An 
insurance  company  has  offered  to  take  over  this  building  in  case  any  of 
these  forms  of  legislation  are  passed  and  reduce  then  the  percentage 
of  rental  we  are  now  paying  by  one-quarter  and  tend  title  at  the  end 
of  25  years.  So  it  does  offer  many  advantages  to  us  if  we  can  have 
legislation  of  this  kind. 

Senator  Bush.  What  is  the  gross — that  will  vary  with  the  build¬ 
ings,  but  on  the  buildings  you  have  in  mind,  what  is  the  gross  percent¬ 
age  per  annum  that  you  have  to  pay  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Our  average  rental  will  run  from,  I  should  say, 
12y2  to  131/2  percent  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property.  That 
is  what  we  are  required  to  pay. 

Senator  Bush.  On  a  rental  basis  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  For  that  same  money  you  can  buy  the  thing? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  Or  a  little  less  money,  even  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes.  You  can  for  less.  There  is  this  thing  to 
keep  in  mind,  Senator.  We  have  to  be  very  careful  in  entering  into 
these  contracts  because  the  only  funds  we  have  available  to  carry 
it  out  with  is  moneys  that  are  appropriated  by  the  Congress  for  rental, 
so  we  have  to  come  within  the  rental  figures  when  we  go  out  to  have 
a  building  built  for  us. 
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It  sounds  easy  to  do  that.  It  is  easy  on  a  percentage  basis,  but 
the  type  of  properties  we  rent  are  not  the  highest  type  of  properties 
you  will  find  in  the  various  cities.  Our  average  rent  today  is  $1.79 
a  square  foot  for  rough  space,  which  is  rather  low. 

Senator  Bush.  That  includes  a  lot  of  high-rent,  space. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Some  high  rent  and  some  low  rent.  We  have  a  lot 
of  buildings  in  warehouses,  and  so  forth,  that  we  have  converted  to 
office  space,  and  so  forth.  Last  year  a  bill  was  reported  out  of  the 
Government  Operations  Committee  of  the  House  similar  to  S.  2041, 
except  it  was  an  amendment  to  Public  Law  152.  That  passed  the 
House.  The  same  measure  was  considered  in  the  Senate,  but  the 
jurisdictional  dispute  arose  between  the  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Public  Works  Committee  because  there  was  in  it  a 
reference  to  committees. 

So  the  bill  was  never  carried  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  At  the 
same  time  there  was  a  similar  bill  reported  out  by  the  Post  Office 
Committee  of  the  House  which  would  extend  the  same  authority  to 
the  Post  Office  Department.  That  was  also  reported  out  by  the  Senate 
and  passed  by  the  Congress.  It  was,  however,  vetoed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  because  it  required  a  positive  approval  by  the  committees  before 
action  could  be  taken  on  any  project. 

Senator  Bush.  Before  the  committee  in  charge  of  that  legislation, 
you  mean?  The  congressional  committee,  you  mean? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That’s  right.  Each  project  we  wanted  to  enter  into' 
a  contract  on  would  first  have  to  be  cleared  by  the  Post  Office  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  and  the  Post  Office  Committee  of  the  Senate. 

Senator  Bush.  And  the  President  vetoed  it  because  of  that  feature? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right.  And  I  understand  that  the  present 
administration  takes  the  same  view.  They  do  not  object,  however,  to 
a  clause  in  the  bill  that  requires  the  submission  of  the  projects  to  the 
Congress  with  the  30-day  waiting  period,  so  that  the  committees  will 
have  a  chance  to  review  them  and  raise  any  question  they  may  wish  to. 

Senator  Bush.  So  they  would  have  to  take  affirmative  action  to 
kill  it? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  But  they  would  not  be  required  to  take  any  action  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.  If  I  could  correct  that,  the  committee  could  not  kill  it 
by  taking  action,  but  the  Congress  could. 

Senator  Bush.  They  could  express  an  opinion. 

Mr.  Elliott.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  And  the  President  could  go  ahead  in  spite  of  that? 

Mr.  Elliott.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  I  see. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  cannot  imagine  a  contracting  officer  would  do  that. 
As  a  practical  matter  I  do  not  think  they  would  go  ahead  in  the  face 
of  an  adverse  opinion  of  the  committee. 

Senator  Bush.  They  would  not  go  in  the  face  of  that  advice  from 
the  committee? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No.  They  could  not  afford  to.  This  year  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gregor  in  the  House  introduced  a  bill  which  was  heard  by  the  Public 
Works  Committee  at  the  same  time  a  bill  was  presented  by  Mr.  Rees, 
chairman  of  the  Post  Office  Committee,  and  hearings  were  held  on 
that.  The  two  committees  then  got  together  and  combined  the  two 
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bills  into  one.  You  may  have  seen  it.  It  is  H.  R.  6342,  which  will  be 
on  the  calendar  today,  as  I  understand  it,  and  will  be  up  for  a  vote. 
It  is  a  much  more  comprehensive  bill,  of  course,  than  S.  2041,  the  proj¬ 
ect  we  are  discussing  this  morning.  But  I  think  it  might  be  well  to 
give  you  briefly  the  changes  that  occur  in  H.  R.  6342,  or  the  differences 
between  H.  R.  6342  and  S.  2041. 

Senator  Bush.  The  House  bill  applies  both  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  and  the  Postmaster  General.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  It  says :  “To  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster 
General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes.” 

Does  not  the  bill  give  him  the  same  right  to  a  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tract  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  It  does  ?  It  goes  that  far? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  It  is  not  just  to  lease? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  He  can  do  either.  It  extends  their  leasing  period  to 
an  indefinite  period. 

Senator  Bush.  And  it  gives  the  General  Services  Administration 
the  same  privilege  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  same  privilege  of  lease-purchase,  but  it  does 
not  extend  the  leasing  period. 

■  Senator  Bush.  All  they  can  go  to  is  5  years  outside  the  District 
or  go  on  a  lease-purchase  basis  if  they  want  to  spread  it? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Commissioner,  first  of  all  let  me  ask  you  this. 
In  the  past  several  years  has  the  General  Services  Administration 
come  before  the  Congress  with  recommendations  that  its  budgetary 
appropriation  be  increased  so  that  you  might  have  an  opportunity  to 
utilize  the  most  economic  means  of  acquiring  your  property  and  going 
out  and  purchasing  the  warehouses  that  you  have  wanted  ?  In  other 
words,  have  you  tried  with  the  Congress  to  have  appropriations  for 
the  purchase  of  the  buildings  that  you  deem  necessary. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Over  the  years  the  Congress  from  time  to  time  has 
given  us  funds  for  the  purchase  of  buildings  in  a  very  limited  way, 
and  also  for  the  design  of  special-type  buildings,  and  3  or  4  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  For  instance,  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  at  Bethesda,  and  the  remodeling 
of  the  White  House  came  under  our  office.  We  have  been  working 
on  this  lease-purchase  very  actively  for  2  years. 

Senator  Kuchel.  How  do  you  mean  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  And  a  study  for  a  year  before;  that  is,  working 
with  the  committees. 

Senator  Kuchel.  On  a  proposal  which  might  pass  through  the 
Congress  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Elliott.  Senator,  we  have  not  come  before  the  Congress  for 
any  general  purchase,  or  building  program,  because  of  the  budgetary 
implications  of  increasing  the  national  debt  if  you  had  that  direct 
capital  expenditure.  The  lease-purchase  bill  contemplates  that  the 
payments  will  be  made  out  of  moneys  that  are  continually  appropri¬ 
ated  for  rent  and  related  charges,  so  we  do  not  contemplate  it  will 
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require  an  increase  in  our  appropriations.  Is  that  correct,  Mr. 
Reynolds  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  correct,  and  there  has  been  every  year  since 
the  war  as  far  as  I  know  a  discussion  of  a  construction  bill.  Hearings 
have  been  held  on  individual  measures  from  the  various  locations 
throughout  the  country,  but  we  have  never  recommended  for  it  be¬ 
cause  of  the  budget  situation. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  The  effect  upon  the  national  debt,  I  take  it,  would 
not  occur  if  a  congressional  appropriation  was  such  as  to  permit  the 
purchase  of  a  given  warehouse.  It  would  occur  if  an  authorization 
to  buy  was  approved  and  only  a  portion  of  the  purchase  contract  was 
appropriated.  Then,  to  the  extent  that  a  contract  was  entered  into 
to  purchase  a  given  piece  of  property,  and  not  paid,  then  to  that  ex¬ 
tent  the  national  debt  would  come  into  play  and  that  unpaid  balance 
would  constitute  an  indebtedness.  Is  that  the  thought  behind  it? 

Mr.  Elliott.  I  think  that  is  probably  correct  in  theory.  But,  as  a 
practical  matter,  if  you  were  to  go  out  with  direct  purchase  or  imme¬ 
diate  purchase  now,  or  immediate  construction  now,  the  Congress 
would  have  to  appropriate  all  of  that  money. 

Under  the  lease-purchase  arrangement  the  payments  will  be  stag¬ 
gered  over  a  period  of  years,  running  up  to  25  years,  and  it  is  money 
that  would  have  been  otherwise  spent  for  rental. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Let  us  take  a  look  at  it  and  see  if  we  can  get  a 
specific  example.  If  the  cost  today  runs  about  13  percent  of  the  fair 
market  value  of  a  piece  of  property  and  if  you  assumed  that  you  have 
a  building  which  you  need  to  rent  which  is,  let  us  say,  valued  at  $1 
million,  then  13  percent  of  $1  million  is  $130,000;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Over  a  5-year  period  of  time  you  would  be  paying 
about  half  a  million  dollars  for  that;  wouldn’t  you? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  And  that  would  be  paid  out  of  an  appropriation 
by  the  Congress  year  in  and  year  out,  which  would  include  rentals. 

If  you  wanted  to  enter  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  on  the  same 
basis  you  would  enter  into  a  25-year  lease,  at  the  end  of  which  time 
the  provisions  of  that  lease  would  provide  that  title  would  pass  to 
the  Government.  What  in  your  judgment  would  be  the  rate  of  lease 
under  those  circumstances? 

Mr.  Reynolds.-  Well,  first  of  all  it  would  be  the  question  of  the 
value  of  the  money.  Now,  money  has  been  going  up  somewhat  re¬ 
cently,  but  I  would  say  that  your  interest  and  your  amortization  and 
your  taxes,  and  structural  repairs,  would  run  about  9  percent. 

Senator  Bush.  I  would  think  that  is  a  little  high,  but  it  is  good 
enough  for  the  purpose  here. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  You  might  shave  it  a  little  bit. 

Senator  Bush.  Twenty-five  years? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Most  of  my  calculations  I  have  made  on  20.  It 
would  drop  down  a  little  bit  on  25  years. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Suppose  for  the  purposes  of  comparison  that  the 
ceiling  of  5  years  was  eliminated  so  that  you  could  rent  that  same 
piece  of  property,  if  you  wanted  to,  for  as  long  as  good  business 
judgment  indicated  to  you  ?  What  do  you  think  the  percentage  of  the 
market  value  of  the  property  would  then  be  as  a  basis  for  the  rental 
payments  ? 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  For  a  20-year  period  you  would  add  to  the  figures 
I  gave  there  what  would  be  a  reasonable  profit  to  the  owner.  It  would 
not  be  a  great  deal  of  difference — probably  1  or  iy2  percent  more. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Don’t  you  think  you  are  a  little  low  on  that,  Com¬ 
missioner?  In  oth,er  words,  there  is  a  good  deal  that  can  be  said 
in  favor  of  a  lease-purchase  proposition.  I  am  not  thoroughly  ac¬ 
quainted  with  this  problem,  but  I  am  not  entirely  unacquainted  with 
it.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  realism  at  all  in  a  congressional 
prohibition  against  entering  into  a  lease  of  more  than  5  years,  or 
more  than  1  year,  in  the  District.  I  just  think  that  is  something  that 
cannot  be  defended.  I  suppose  the  Congress  was  proceeding  out  of 
what  it  believed  to  be  a  great  abundance  of  caution. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  You  are  exactly  right. 

Senator  Kuchel.  But  if  I  owned  a  piece  of  property  I  would  not  let 
it  to  the  Government  on  a  1-year  basis  to  the  Government  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  unless  I  got  a  pretty  fancy  rental.  The  only  thing  is,  you 
are  going  to  have  title  to  a  building  that  is  25  years  old. 

^  Have  you  ever  come  before  the  Congress  recommending  that  the 
y  prohibition  against  long-term  leases  be  eliminated  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  never  have  proposed  a  lease  period  beyond  5 
years  because  I  think  we  were  working  out  of  an  abundance  of  caution, 
the  same  as  the  Congress  always  lias,  when  we  discussed  the  question. 
It  is  subject  to  certain  abuses,  you  know. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Which  would  likewise  be  present  in  a  so-called 
lease-purchase  agreement,  would  they  not  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right.  Except  it  is  attempted  in  this  legis¬ 
lation  here  to  require  the  Administrator  to  make  a  finding  as  to  need, 
which  would  have  to  be  clear  and  undisputed  that  you  are  going  to 
need  that  building  for  the  period  that  you  are  going  to — at  least  for  the 
lease  period. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Which  would  be  a  maximum  of  25  years. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Of  course,  if  you  had  a  lease-purchase  agreement 
considerably  less  than  5  years  your  9  percent  figure  would  probably 
be  a  little  low. 

Senator  Bush.  Yes. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  9  percent  really  was — the  figure  I  have  been 
\  using  is  based  on  about  a  20-,  21-,  or  22-year  period  because  it  is  a 
'/  simple  calculation  if  you  have  the  tables  before  you ;  but  you  do  not 
know  what  your  basic  rate  will  be.  We  do  not  know  that  yet. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Bush.  Of  course,  the  interest  rate  ought  not  to  be  much 
higher  than  the  long-term  Federal  Government  rate,  should  it?  You 
are  the  obligor  on  the  thing  and  it  ought  to  be  practically  the  equiva¬ 
lent  today.  It  ought  not  to  be  over  3y2  percent ;  3y±  percent  would  be 
realistic.  Isn’t  that  right  ? 

Mr.  Elliott.  Maybe  an  extra  quarter  of  a  percent. 

Senator  Bush.  Probably,  because  of  the  indirect  nature  of  it. 

Mr.  Reynolds-  I  would  question  that.  No  insurance  company  in¬ 
dicated  that  they  would  let  us  have  the  money  for  that  rate  as  yet, 
because  they  can  go  into  the  market  and  get  tax-exempt  securities, 
and  all  that  sort  of  thing,  as  you  know,  and  they  have  indicated  that 
we  would  more  than  likely  be  paying  in  the  neighborhood  of  4  percent. 
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Senator  Bush.  I  guess  that  is  right,  because  there  is  a  servicing  in 
connection  with  this  business.  If  they  put  the  money  in  the  market¬ 
able  bonds  they  do  not  have  to  worry  about  it. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  I  think  we  are  low  on  the  quarter  of  a  percent. 

Mr.  Elliott.  You  think  we  are? 

Senator  Bush.  Yes. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Can  you  give  an  estimate  of  how  much  money  the 
Federal  Government  pays  today  for  rental  of  buildings  throughout 
the  world? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  are  paying  around  $30  million  a  year.  That 
does  not  include  rentals  for  special-purpose  buildings,  which  are  paid 
directly  by  the  Departments,  and  it  does  not  include  rentals  for  post 
offices. 

Senator  Kuchel.  So  the  gross  figure  would  be  considerably  higher  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Oh,  yes. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Do  the  unpaid  obligated  rental  payments  consti¬ 
tute  part  of  the  F ederal  indebtedness  ?  L 

Mr.  Reynolds.  It  is  a  part  of  the  Federal  indebtedness.  There  is™ 
no  question  about  that.  When  you  enter  into  a  contract  it  is  a  firm 
contract.  It  is  not  reflected  in  the  cash  budget,  of  course.  It  is 
intended,  and  it  is  clearly  so  stated  here  in  the  bill,  that  you  pay 
the  use  of  normal  operating  funds  that  are  appropriated  to  you. 

Senator  Bush.  Is  your  question,  Senator,  indirectly  the  question, 
is  it  part  of  the  Federal  debt,  that  is,  that  unpaid  balance?  Is  that 
what  you  were  trying  to  bring  out  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  I  was  thinking  of  that  while  you  were  talking.  I 
do  not  think  it  would  be. 

Mr.  Forbes.  Would  it  not  be  the  total  obligations  of  the  Government 
to  pay,  which  might  have  the  result  of  borrowing,  and,  therefore,  be 
an  increase  of  the  debt  if  the  Congress  did  not  appropriate  from 
current  revenue  the  amount  necessary  ? 

Senator  Bush.  The  question  was  whether  on  these  lease-purpose 
contracts  which  obligated  the  Government  for  25  years  to  make 
certain  payments,  as  to  whether  any  part  of  that  would  be  included  in 
the  Federal  debt. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  do  not  think  it  would  come  within  the  debt  limi-i 
tation. 

Mr.  Elliott.  Frankly,  with  all  due  respect,  I  am  inclined  to  think 
it  would,  Judge  Reynolds.  The  Treasury  Department  would  have 
a  better  answer  than  I  would,  of  course. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  entire  unpaid  obligation.  Even  those  that 
would  fall  due  in  the  25  years  would  still  constitute  in  the  Treasury 
Department’s  opinion  a  part  of  our  indebtedness. 

Mr.  Elliott.  That  is  my  personal  guess,  but  I  have  to  put  it  on  the 
basis  of  a  guess.  The  Treasury  Department  would  know  far  more 
about  that,  sir,  than  I. 

Senator  Bush.  I  think  you  ought  to  get  that  information  for  us. 

Mr.  Elliott.  All  right.  I  will  be  glad  to  get  it  from  the  Treasury 
Department  and  supply  it. 

(The  information  requested  is  as  follows :) 


AMENDING  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949 


55 


The  General  Counsel  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  February  2,  1954. 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Public  Buildings  and  Grounds, 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  The  General  Counsel  of  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  has  informed  me  that  at  the  hearings  on  H.  R.  6342  before  your 
subcommittee  on  January  21,  1954,  you  requested  advice  whether  the  obligations 
created  by  lease-purchase  contracts  such  as  those  the  bill  would  authorize  would 
come  under  the  statutory  debt  limit. 

Section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended  (31  U.  S.  C.  757b), 
places  a  limit  upon  the  face  amount  of  obligations  issued  under  that  act  and  of 
obligations  guaranteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States.  The 
legislative  history  of  the  statute  makes  it  clear  that  the  obligations  covered,  in 
addition  to  those  issued  under  the  act,  are  those  created  by  borrowing  under 
a  statute  which  specifically  provides  that  the  obligation  shall  be  guaranteed  as  to 
principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States. 

The  lease-purchase  contracts  which  sections  101  and  202  of  H.  R.  6342  would 
authorize  would  be  ordinary  contractual  obligations  like  those  created  by  any 
present  lease  or  purchase  contract  of  the  Government  and  would  not  be  included 
within  the  debt  limit. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Elbert  P.  Tuttle,  General  Counsel. 


Senator  Gore.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Senator  Kuchel.  Are  there  any  more  questions  ? 

Senator  Bush.  I  would  like  to  ask  one  more  question.  Outside  of 
post-office  buildings  you  speak  of  warehouses.  Where  are  all  of  these 
warehouses  for  storage  purposes  and  for  records  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  for  the  Federal  Supply  Service.  That  has 
been  concentrated  now  in  General  Services  Administration  under  the 
Federal  Supply  Service  for  common-use  items  for  the  Government. 
They  buy  all  kinds  of  things. 

Mr.  Elliott.  I  wonder  if  I  could  explain  that?  The  term  “ware¬ 
house”  is  a  little  bit  misleading.  They  are  not  warehouses  in  the 
ordinary  sense  of  dead  storage.  What  they  are  really  are  mail-order 
storehouses.  We  conduct  what  is  in  effect  a  mail-order  operation  out 
of  these  warehouses  that  we  constantly  fill  relatively  small  requisitions 
for  the  various  agencies  from,  very  similar  to  the  operation  Sears, 
Roebuck  is  conducting.  That  is  one  of  the  difficulties.  That  type  of 
\  space  is  not  normally  available. 

Senator  Bush.  May  I  ask  if  you  could  give  me  such  a  list  of  such 
installations  in  my  State  of  Connecticut  ?  I  would  like  to  visit  some 
(  of  those  this  summer. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  will,  if  there  is  one  there;  but  the  three  ware¬ 
houses  I  had  in  mind  a  moment  ago  where  we  could  save  a  half  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  are  located — one  in  San  Francisco,  one  in  Seattle,  and 
one  in  the  outskirts  of  Washington,  D.  C. 

Senator  Bush.  Is  it  just  for  those  buildings  you  would  use  this  type 
of  lease-purchase  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No.  You  would  use  it  where  you  had  a  demon¬ 
strated  need,  and  it  was  difficult  to  get  reasonable  space. 

Senator  Bush.  Do  you  have  any  installations  outside  of  post  offices 
in  the  State  of  Connecticut,  for  instance  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  yes.  You  see,  we  have  courthouses  and  all 
that  sort  of  thing,  that  come  in  our  jurisdiction.  Federal  courts. 
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Senator  Busii.  And  revenue  buildings. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  And  do  they  run  those  buildings,  or  do  you? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  do.  If  it  is  a  combined  post  office  and  office 
building,  of  which  there  are  many  in  Connecticut,  of  course,  if  50 
percent  or  more  of  the  volume  of  the  building  is  used  by  the  post  office, 
it  is  operated  by  the  Post  Office  Department.  If  not,  it  is  operated 
by  us.  It  is  just  a  division  there.  But  the  Post  Office  and  ourselves 
provide  the  basic  space  for  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  that  is,  general-purpose  space.  That  is  not  on  military  and 
naval  reservations  and  does  not  include  veterans’  hospitals. 

Senator  Busii.  Just  one  more  question.  Supposing  this  bill  were 
passed.  How  many  projects  do  you  have  in  mind  approximately  at 
the  present  time  that  you  would  immediately  be  interested  in  under 
this  type  of  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  At  the  moment  we  have  no  particular  project  that 
we  have  in  mind.  I  was  asked  that  question  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House.  My  answer  was  probably  6 
or  7  in  a  year. 

Senator  Busii.  A  year  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  And  those  would  vary  in  size,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Busii.  Or  would  they  mostly  be  big  projects? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  They  would  be  large  projects. 

Senator  Busii.  It  does  not  pay  to  do  it  on  a  small  project? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No.  is  does  not  pay  to  eithei*.  When  you  come  to 
office  buildings  and  things  like  that  if  you  have  a  limited  demand — 
we  know  that  up  to  25  to  50,000  square  feet  you  should  not  build  for 
that  because  you  have  no  flexibility  of  use.  Here  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  I  recommend  that  buildings  have  a  minimum  of  400,000 
square  feet,  so  you  have  flexibility  of  change.  One  bureau  goes  down 
and  another  up,  and  you  can  move  them  around  without  too  much 
difficulty.  But  if  you  have  a  single-purpose  space  where  a  Depart¬ 
ment  wants  150,000  square  feet,  you  build  that. 

By  the  time  they  move  in  they  either  need  170,000  or  130,000,  and 
so  they  should  be  larger,  which  gives  you  freedom  of  movement  and 
use. 

Senator  Bush.  May  I  ask  a  question  off  the  record  ? 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Senator  Bush.  Can  you  get  rid  of  these  temporary  buildings  around 
Washington  and  still  have  adequate  space  to  operate  this  Government? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No.  The  space  available  for  rental  here  is  totally 
inadequate  for  we  are  renting  3  million  square  feet,  or  a  little  less  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  We  rented  up  to  7 y2  million  during  the  war. 
W e  have  53,000  people  in  temporary  buildings.  Some  of  them  do  not 
have  to  be  torn  down  because  they  are  not  all  on  the  Mall.  The  appro¬ 
priations  subcommittee  of  the  Senate  is  making  an  inquiry  now  as 
to  what  can  be  done  at  least  in  order  to  clear  the  central  view  of  the 
Mall.  They  are  a  complete  disgrace  to  have  there,  as  you  know. 

Senator  Bush.  Yes,  I  sure  would  like  to  have  them  out  of  Constitu¬ 
tion  Avenue,  I  know,  and  that  area  there. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 
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Senator  Kuciiel.  Are  there  any  further  questions,  gentlemen?  We 
have  a  half  a  dozen  witnesses  here. 

Senator  Bush.  No  questions. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Ormonde  Kieb,  the  Assistant  Postmaster  General. 

STATEMENT  OE  ORMONDE  A.  KIEB,  ASSISTANT  POSTMASTER  GEN¬ 
ERAL  IN  CHARGE  OF  THE  BUREAU  OF  FACILITIES,  ACCOMPANIED 

BY  WENDELL  CAMPBELL,  SOLICITOR’S  OFFICE,  OFFICE  OF  THE 

POSTMASTER  GENERAL;  AND  IRVING  THOMAS,  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TIVE  AIDE,  BUREAU  OF  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Kieb.  My  name  is  Ormonde  A.  Kieb.  I  am  Assistant  Post¬ 
master  General  in  charge  of  the  Bureau  of  Facilities.  I  have  with  me 
today  Wendell  Campbell,  from  our  Solicitor’s  office,  and  Irving 
Thomas,  an  administrative  aide,  of  the  Bureau  of  F acilities. 

Senator  Kuchel.  All  right,  gentlemen. 

May  I  first  say  I  have  just  been  handed  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s 
letter  to  this  subcommittee,  in  which  it  is  pointed  out  to  me  that  that 
Bureau  recommends,  if  we  give  favorable  consideration  to  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  the  substitution  of  the  provisions  of  either  H.  R.  6342  or  S.  2457 
for  those  now  appearing  in  S.  2041. 

The  Chair  would  appreciate  it  if  you,  Mr.  Kieb,  or  someone  here  in 
the  room  ivho  will  testify  later  on,  would  develop  any  of  the  sug¬ 
gestions  along  the  lines  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

That  letter  will  be  incorporated  in  the  record. 

(The  letter  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  as  follows:) 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.  G.,  July  24,  1953. 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Buildings,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  This  will  acknowledge  and  thank  you  for  Mr.  Bas¬ 
sett’s  letter  of  July  20,  inviting  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  present  its  views 
on  S.  2041. 

S.  2041  is  concerned  with  what  has  come  to  be  known  popularly  as  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements.  It  would  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services, 
under  certain  specified  conditions,  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  purchase  contracts 
for  buildings  the  titles  of  which  would  pass  to  the  United  States  at  the  expiration 
of  the  lease  period.  The  maximum  lease  period  would  be  25  years. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  believes  that  the  principle  of  lease-purchase  legis¬ 
lation  is  agreed  to  by  the  Federal  agencies  affected  by  it.  We  also  believe  that 
statutory  authorization  for  entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements  would  provide 
an  effective  means  of  acquiring  badly  needed  space  for  Federal  activities  -without 
entering  into  an  extensive  building  program  which  would  add  materially  to 
Government  expenditures  at  a  time  when  every  effort  is  being  made  to  reduce 
Government  expenditures. 

Various  bills  have  been  under  consideration  in  both  Houses  of  Congress.  The 
purpose  of  all  of  them  is  the  same,  with  the  exception  that  in  one  of  the  measures 
pending  before  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committees  an  additional  feature 
of  long-term  leasing  authority  is  incorporated. 

In  the  interest  of  obtaining  consideration  of  all  of  the  issues  involved  in  such 
legislation  at  one  time  and  in  one  bill,  the  House  committees  concerned  have 
reached  agreement,  we  have  been  informed,  and  will  support  H.  R.  6342  recently 
reported  from  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works.  This  bill  incorporates 
lease-purchase  authorities  for  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  and  the 
Postmaster  General,  and  also  includes  the  long-term  lease  authority  for  the 
Postmaster  General. 
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An  almost  identical  bill,  S.  2457,  was  introduced  and  reported  favorably  by 
Senator  Dirksen,  on  behalf  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  on 
July  23.  In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  facts  and  circumstances,  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  recommends  substitution  of  the  provisions  of  either  H.  R.  6342  or 
S.  2457  for  those  now  appearing  in  S.  2041. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Rowland  Hughes,  Assistant  Director. 


Mr.  Kieb.  I  would  like  the  committee  to  know  this  is  one  of  my  first 
appearances  before  a  Senate  committee,  having  been  approved  by  the 
Senate  on  Friday  and  having  been  sworn  in  on  Saturday.  I  am  a 
neophyte  in  this  job. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  We  have  a  couple  of  neophytes  on  this  job  here  too. 

Mr.  Kieb.  However,  I  do  come  to  the  Post  Office  Department  with 
30  years  of  experience  in  acquisition  across  the  country  and  in  Canada 
in  the  appraisal  of  property  and  the  handling  of  it  and  placement  of 
it  for  some  of  the  large  insurance  companies,  so  that  my  business  back¬ 
ground,  I  think,  would  back  up  the  things  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
with  you. 

I  have  prepared,  or  we  have  prepared  here,  a  rather  lengthy  state¬ 
ment  analyzing  S.  2041.  I  have  extra  copies  here  and  T  would  like  to 
suggest,  with  your  permission,  that  we  put  those  in  the  record,  and 
then  just  discuss  the  bills  from  their  various  angles. 

We  are  pleased  to  be  invited  to  come.  We  favor  this  legislation. 
We  would  like  to  suggest  some  amendments  which  would  follow  the 
lines  of  H.  R.  6342,  and  the  lines  of  the  bill  which  was  introduced  yes¬ 
terday  by  Senator  Dirksen,  S.  2457.  Those  two  bills  are  almost  exactly 
identical,  except  for  the  title. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  you  in  the  development  of  H.  R.  6342 
the  House  Post  Office  Committee,  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
the  Post  Office  Department  and  the  General  Services  Administration 
through  Mr.  Mansure  and  myself,  and  our  staffs,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  General  Accounting  Office,  have  worked  together  to 
develop  that  bill  and  to  provide  the  kind  of  tools  that  we  feel  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  handling  real  estate  should  have.  Both  in  the  General 
Services  Administration,  that  is,  and  the  Post  Office  Department.  We 
feel  that  the  Post  Office  Department,  because  they  are  handling  service- 
type  properties  designed  for  use  by  the  Post  Office  Department,  should 
remain  within  the  determination  of  the  Postmaster  General,  who  is 
best  able  to  determine  the  kinds  of  properties  we  need,  and  where  we 
need  them.  We  feel  that  our  present  tools  are  inadequate  and  that  a 
lease-purchase  provision  would  be  an  additional  invaluable  tool  in  the 
kit  of  tools  we  have  to  use  in  the  real-estate  business. 

We  also  feel  further  straight-leasing  tools  are  very  advantageous. 
We  find  ourselves  circumscribed  so  we  are  limited  to  20  years  on  some 
leases,  which  precludes  us  from  using  a  vast  pool  of  insurance  com¬ 
pany  investment  money  on  direct  investments  to  some  degree.  We 
feel  if  wTe  were  able  to  make  leases  that  had  a  basic  amortization  period 
of,  let  us  say,  20  years,  and  then  could  move  into  a  series  of  5  or  6-year 
renewal  options,  that  we  could  break  that  rental  rate  materially  over 
that  period  of  time,  and  at  the  same  time  give  the  Department  the 
flexibility  which  it  should  have  over  the  latter  parts  of  the  lease ;  be¬ 
cause  our  needs  change  from  time  to  time.  If  we  had  to  move  we 
would  like  to  have  a  chance  to  move  out  and  go  somewhere  else,  and 
we  also  want  the  opportunity  to  be  able  to  get  the  cheapest  possible 
rentals  we  can  get. 
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We  probably  would  not  use  the  lease-purchase  tools  very  much. 
It  would  be  limited  largely,  it  seems  to  me,  to  post  office  buildings 
themselves  in  medium-sized  cities  around  the  country,  where  we  knew 
we  were  going  to  stay  put,  and  where  the  development  of  that  city  and 
town  indicated  the  kind  of  basic  headquarters  we  needed  to  operate 
from.  Then  we  would  use  the  lease-purchase  tool  because  we  could 
work  it  out  so  that  eventually  the  property  would  come  into  the  pos¬ 
session  of  the  Government.  It  would  be  a  building  we  could  feel  would 
have  more  permanency  than  a  lot  of  our  special  type  buildings. 

Senator  Gore.  How  would  economies  result  to  the  Government 
through  a  lease-purchase  contract  on  a  newly  constructed  post  office 
building  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  Well,  let  us  take  as  a  comparison,  or  a  beginning  point,  a 
Federal  public  building — a  typical  Federal  public  building  that  has 
been  designed  principally  as  a  post  office,  with  1  or  2  small  other 
Government  offices  in  it. 

Those  buildings  have  been  located  pretty  much  in  the  past  on  high- 
" cost  land  in  the  center  of  a  city  and  in  the  populated  centers  of  a  city. 

Senator  Gore.  Where  they  must  be,  according  to  the  generally 
accepted  custom  to  make  them  available  to  the  business  and  community 
life. 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  has  been  the  case  in  the  past.  That  is  right.  But 
the  land  is  expensive.  We  regard  the  building  costs  in  that  type  of 
construction  to  be  quite  a  bit  higher  than  we  would  have  to  use  if  we 
would  use  mortgage  financing;  and  where  there  was  any  risk  whatso¬ 
ever  that  the  lender  of  the  money  had  to  take  that  building  back  he 
would  want  to  know  it  had  diverse  uses.  Consequently,  during  a  lease- 
purchase  program  he  wants  to  have  a  building  that  he  is  putting  his 
money  in  that  has  some  opportunity  for  him  to  rent  it  in  back  of  the 
lease.  I  am  saying  that  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  United  States 
Government  security  is  the  best  in  the  country,  and  they  are  undoubt¬ 
edly  the  best  credit  in  the  country,  bar  none. 

Come  over  on  the  other  side  of  the  picture.  If  we  went  into  a  lease- 
purchase  type  of  deal  we  would  probably  not  be  in  the  100  percent 
location.  We  would  perhaps  be  around  the  park,  or  a  prominent  place 
adjacent  to  the  business  area,  but  not  right  in  the  middle  of  it.  I 
think  we  could  use  slightly  less  expensive  land. 

U  I  am  now  talking  only  of  post  office  buildings  in  comparatively  small 
places.  I  would  build  a  building  instead  of  costing  from  $25  to  $50  a 
square  foot,  that  could  be  built  for  $8  or  $10  a  square  foot  in  a  con¬ 
temporary  design,  either  colonial  or  some  other  contemporary  design, 
that  would  match  the  type  of  town  it  is  in,  but  not  like  these  buildings 
with  heavy  monumental  and  ornamental  character  and  with  many 
breaks  in  the  walls  and  mank  breaks  in  the  roof. 

It  would  be  a  building  that  was  designed  principally  for  all-out 
use  rather  than  a  monument.  It  would  still  have  character  and  great 
character.  However,  they  would  cost  less  money. 

When  we  begin  to  use  private  money  and  the  best  credit  in  the  coun¬ 
try  we  borrow  that  money  at  the  lowest  possible  interest  rate  and 
charge  it  off  over  20  years.  I  think  we  can  borrow  money  for  Uncle 
Sam  today  even  at  a  slightly  increased  price  market  for  money,  where 
rates  have  gone  up  to  some  degree — I  think  we  can  still  make  some 
deals  at  4 y8  and  4%  on  the  interest  rate,  which  means  if  we  go  into  a 
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90-year  lease  purchase  we  can  pay  that  building  oh  with  a  constant 
monthly  payment  annually  on  a  7Vk  percent  cost.  The  cost  should  be 
lower  to  begin  with,  and  4%  and  4y8  percent  interest  rates.  This  is 
on  a  direct-purchase  policy  of  the  insurance  company  where  they  are 
investing  3  to  5  percent  of  their  admitted  assets  in  direct  investments. 

At  the  end  of  the  period  the  property  would  come  into  the  possession 
of  the  Government. 

Senator  Gore.  If  the  Post  Office  Department  or  the  Government 
would  find  it  desirable  to  construct  or  to  contract  for  the  construction 
and  eventual  purchase  of  a  building  of  a  specific  design  at  a  given  loca¬ 
tion,  why  could  not  the  same  Government  and  the  same  Department 
modify  its  own  designs  for  utility  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  We  have  since  I  have  been  there.  I  must  admit  it  is 
quite  a  radical  change  from  the  designs  of  record  in  our  engineering 
department.  I  can  illustrate  with  a  small  town  in  New  York  State. 
We  are  not  allowed  to  own  property  at  the  present  time,  and  we  do  not 
buy  it.  It  is  done  through  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Senator  Gore.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Kieb.  We  do  not  design  those  buildings.  We  merely  give  the 
General  Services  Administration  a  space  budget  as  to  how  many 
square  feet  of  space  we  need,  and  it  has  been  designed  in  another 
agency,  which  is  a  duplication  of  work  to  some  degree  and  is  an  extra 
cost  to  the  project. 

Senator  Gore.  I  have  done  a  small  amount  of  building,  and  as 
superintendent  of  the  county  school  system  I  went  for  a  rather  exten¬ 
sive  building  program  of  that  nature.  I  always  found  that  the  proper 
location  was  probably  the  cheapest  thing  we  could  get. 

I  am  wondering  if  you  are  sacrificing  the  utility  and  community 
value  and  service  value  of  a  post  office  building  when  you  go  to  the 
back  side  of  a  park  or  some  secondary  location. 

Mr.  Kieb.  We  certainly  would  not  take  a  post  office  to  that  type  of 
location,  sir.  I  made  this  point  to  point  out  that  the  lease-purchase 
phase  of  these  bills  was  a  tool  we  could  use  to  great  advantage  in  cer¬ 
tain  circumstances.  But  the  tool  we  desire  to  get  most  is  an  extension 
of  our  leasing  authority  for  special-purpose  buildings  out  on  the  peri¬ 
pheral  parts  of  town.  We  are  carrying  our  mail  into  the  center  of 
town  from  the  railroad  and  sorting  it  there,  and  then  reshipping  a  lot 
of  it  back  to  the  railroad.  We  feel  by  building  special-purpose  types 
of  buildings  at  the  heads  of  the  transportation,  such  as  airfields  or 
railheads,  we  can  sort  the  mail  there  and  never  carry  it  into  the  center 
of  that  town,  which  is  a  densely  populated  and  congested  area.  We 
would  not  have  to  carry  in  any  of  the  mail  except  that  to  be 
distributed  there.  We  can  drop  it  off  even  at  stations  on  the  way  in. 

Therefore,  we  can  reduce  the  traffic  in  the  center  of  the  city,  and 
we  can  increase  our  carrying  time.  Also,  we  can  increase  the  effi¬ 
ciency  of  our  operations  with  such  operations. 

So  that  we  do  not  feel  as  though  the  lease-purchase  portion  of  this 
bill  is  the  thing  of  vital  importance  to  us.  I  am  pointing  out  we  would 
use  it  probably  much  less  often  than  we  would  use  the  extension  of 
our  leasing  privileges. 

Senator  Gore.  I  would  like,  however,  to  explore  that  subject  just 
a  bit  further. 

A  few  moments  ago  you  referred  to  the  probable  interest  rate  at 
which  securities  could  be  sold.  It  would  be  obvious,  would  it  not,  that 
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in  the  lease-purchase  contract  the  cost  of  interest  rate  on  invested 
capital  would  be  reflected  in  the  price  you  would  pay  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  No  question  about  it. 

Mr.  Gore.  Then  if  the  Department,  or  if  the  Government  could 
borrow  money  at  a  lesser  rate  and  construct  the  building,  the  same 
building  on  the  same  site,  would  it  not  result  in  the  25-year  period 
in  an  economy  for  the  Government  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  There  is  no  question  about  it.  The  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  however,  has  no  authority  to  acquire  land  and  to  build  build¬ 
ings  on  it  as  a  Government-owned  project.  There  have  been  no  ap¬ 
propriations  for  it,  I  understand,  since  Pearl  Harbor. 

Senator  Gore.  I  understand  that.  And,  consequently,  if  the  De¬ 
partment — and  I  speak  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  interchangeable  fashion - 

Mr.  Kieb.  Surely. 

Senator  Gore.  If  the  Government  needs  a  building  at  X  site  of  B 
specifications,  the  obvious  course  of  economy  is  to  borrow  the  money 
Mat  the  cheapest  rate  and  construct  the  building  that  the  Department 
needs. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  believe  you  are  absolutely  right,  sir.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  but  what  a  Government  interest  rate  for  the  use  of  money  is  much 
less  than  you  could  get  under  a  mortgage  term.  The  difficulty,  how¬ 
ever,  from  our  practical  viewpoint  here  today,  in  trying  to  modernize 
our  postal  facilities  of  some  43,000  towns  and  hamlets  of  the  United 
States  and  possessions  and  to  take  care  of  the  transportation  of  mail 
in  between  those  jurisdictions,  we  need  new,  modern  aircraft  and 
need  it  as  rapidly  as  we  can  get  it.  There  is  not  any  such  building 
program  available  to  us.  If  there  was,  it  would  probably  involve 
some  duplication  of  work,  unless  that  authority  were  available  to  us. 

Senator  Gore.  Would  you  recommend  such  a  building  program? 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  think  that  is  in  the  wisdom  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Congress.  I  am  interested  in  the  Post  Office  Department  and  its 
immediate  future. 

Senator  Gore.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  would  like  to  go  on,  if  I  may,  for  a  minute,  to  explain 
to  the  committee  some  of  our  problems  with  relation  to  our  leasing 
of  public  buildings. 

m  As  we  now  have  to  operate,  and  we  want  to  locate  a  property  in  a 
certain  town,  we  draw  a  circle  around  that  property  of  6  or  8  blocks, 
and  we  have  to  advertise  for  that  property  and  a  bidder  comes  in 
and  prepares  the  building  for  us  and  gives  it  to  us  on  a  rental  basis. 

Senator  Holland.  For  how  long  a  period  of  time? 

Mr.  Kieb.  Up  to  20  years  on  everything  but  garages.  On  garages, 
I  understand,  we  may  make  longer  leases,  which  we  do  not  feel  to  be 
desirable. 

Senator  Holland.  In  other  words,  you  have  the  privilege  now  of 
entering  into  a  lease  for  20  years  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Holland.  Under  this  bill  would  that  period  be  extended? 

Mr.  Kieb.  It  would  in  order  to  let  us  take  option  beyond  that 
time. 

Senator  Holland.  To  what  time? 
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Mr.  Kieb.  There  is  no  special  limitation.  As  a  matter  of  practical 
use,  we  are  not  allowed  to  take  option  beyond  the  20-year  period, 
and  we  find  ourselves  many  times  coming  to  the  end  of  the  lease  and 
having  no  renewal  options.  We  have  found  ourselves  being  held  up 
for  a  higher  rental. 

We  were  in  a  building  which  was  obsolete  and  still  have  a  lease  on 
it  and  have  to  carry  it  through. 

We  believe  if  we  could  have  a  basic  leasing  period  of  option  we 
could  do  better.  Therefore,  our  bill  asks  for  that  kind  of  authority. 

The  first  thing  we  would  do,  however,  is  stop  the  obvious  specula¬ 
tion  which  comes  from  this  bidding  process.  I  say  that  because  one 
bidder  comes  in  and  gets  a  good  site,  and  then  he  immediately  goes 
around  and  gets  options  on  the  other  sites  in  the  area.  When  the 
other  bidders  come  in  they  bid  on  it  and  they  bid  the  cost  of  that 
land  up,  so  that  our  rent  goes  up  and  we  usually  end  up  with  one 
bidder,  because  the  rest  have  been  frozen  out.  The  price  is  high 
because  of  that. 

In  this  later  phase  the  last  half  of  the  second  section  is  designed^ 
to  eliminate  that  and  stop  the  speculation  by  giving  the  Department^ 
an  opportunity  to  go  in  and  survey  and  plan  and  change  the  site,  and 
buy  it  if  necessary,  and  then  sell  it  back  to  a  bidder,  giving  him  the 
space  budget  planning  specification,  so  that  he  buys  it  from  us  at  our 
cost,  which  is  fixed  and  limited.  Then  the  competitive  factors  can 
come  in,  with  real  competion  to  build  that  building  on  that  site,  and 
give  us  the  best  kind  of  a  lease  we  can  get. 

We  have  a  rental  budget  today  of  about  $27,500,000.  In  this  year’s 
appropriation  there  is  about  $5  million  of  new  money  to  go  into  the 
extension  of  the  services  and  the  modernizing  of  facilities.  I  have 
analyzed  some  300  or  400  of  the  last  2’  years’  cases.  We  do  an  aver¬ 
age  of  10  to  17  leases  today  in  the  Post  Office  Department,  per  working 
day,  which  have  to  be  negotiated  among  older  properties,  of  course. 
But  our  average  rental  is  10.68  percent. 

Senator  Kuchel.  On  a  20-year  basis  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  No.  These  vary.  They  run  from  1  to  20. 

Senator  Kuchel.  It  is  on  an  average? 

Mr.  Kieb.  The  average. 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  is  your  shortest  leasehold  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  We  make  month-to-month  leases,  but  I  am  not  consider! 
ing  those  as  a  lease  proposal.  I  am  considering  it  as  continuing  fron^ 
month  to  month,  which  is  a  rental — and  I  differentiate  in  my  thinking 
because  you  cannot  use  it  as  any  kind  of  an  index.  Our  leases  run 
from  1  to  20  years.  Most  of  them  run  about  10. 

Senator  Kuchel.  About  10  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  About  10. 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  would  your  percentage  be,  in  your  judg¬ 
ment,  if  you  had  a  25-year  lease-purchase? 

Mr.  Kieb.  The  point  I  am  making  is,  we  pay  10.68  percent.  I  think 
we  could  break  our  rental  rate  anywhere  from  1  to  2 y2  to  3  percent, 
and  when  we  begin  to  think  in  terms  of  having  just  so  much  money 
to  expend  on  facilities  which  we  need  so  badly,  that  1  or  2  percent 
means  we  can  spread  this  money  out  further  and  do  a  better  job 
of  modernizing  our  facilities. 

Senator  Kuchel.  You  mean  your  testimony  is  that  by  increasing 
the  rental  period  from  a  maximum  of  20,  or  an  average  of  10,  to  25, 
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itnd  reducing  by  2  to  3  percentage  points  your  periodic  payments, 
you  can  then  acquire  title  to  the  property  in  fee? 

Mr.  Kieb.  The  lease  purchase  would  cost  us  a  little  more  than  that. 

Senator  Kuchel.  You  are  talking  about - 

Mr.  Kieb.  It  is  the  leasing  section  of  H.  R.  6342. 

Senator  Kuchel.  In  other  words,  the  opportunity  you  would  have 
under  the  bill  if  you  eliminated  the  ceiling  of  20  years  entirely? 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  right,  and  if  you  gave  us  authority  to  go  in  and 
control  the  land  and  then  sell  it  off. 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  would  your  figure  be  under  a  lease-purchase 
situation  ? 

Mr.  Kier.  A  lease-purchase  situation  would  run  for  inteerst  and 
amortization  about,  and  this  will  vary  with  the  market  from  time 
to  time,  it  may  go  up  or  come  down,  but  today  I  would  say  it  could 
be  done  for  7 y2  or  7%. 

Senator  Kuchel.  As  against  10  which  you  pay  today? 

Mr.  Kieb.  This  is  interest  and  amortization. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kieb.  To  which  we  must  add  1  percent  for  maintenance  of  that 
structure  and  insurance;  to  which  we  must  add  approximately  1  to 
2  percent  for  taxes.  So  that  I  think  on  the  lease,  that  we  would  prob¬ 
ably  be  very  fortunate  if  we  were  able  to  reduce  that  to  9 y2  to  10 
percent.  However,  at  the  end  of  the  period  the  title  comes  to  the 
Government. 

Under  the  leasing  program,  of  course,  taxes  are  paid,  and  we  think 
they  should  be  paid.  We  think  the  municipality  should  be  paid  for 
the  police  protection  and  the  fire  protection  and  the  streets  we  use  up. 
I  personally  feel,  after  all,  we  should  not  take  properties  off  the  tax 
rolls  if  we  can  avoid  it,  because  we  throw  the  burden  back  on  a  single 
municipality  when  it  should  be  spread  over  the  whole  postal  system 
and  should  be  reflected  in  our  costs. 

If  we  go  into  lease-purchase,  of  course,  the  taxes  would  be  probably 
paid.  I  understand  there  are  2  or  3  lines  of  thinking  among  our  at¬ 
torneys  in  that  respect,  but  in  my  opinion  they  would  probably  be 
paid  through  the  life  of  the  contract,  and  then  the  property  would 
go  off  the  rolls. 

Senator  Kuchel.  It  would  still  be  an  ordinary  rental  agreement 
until  they  transferred  title  to  you? 

Mr.  Kieb.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Gore.  It  might  or  might  not  be. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  explained  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion,  and  I  am 
merely  giving  you  my  personal  opinion.  The  language  of  the  bill 
provides,  of  course,  that  taxes  shall  be  paid  during  the  leasing  period. 

Senator  Gore.  Of  course,  you  know  there  are  various  contracts  and 
contract  devices  designed  to  affect  the  relationship  of  the  contract 
to  the  Internal  Revenue  Bureau  also. 

Mr.  Kieb.  Yes.  I  have  had  some  experience  on  the  other  side  of 
those  deals. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Will  you  proceed,  Mr.  Kieb. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  would  like,  if  I  may,  to  point  out  to  you  that  juris¬ 
dictional  questions  between  committees  are  none  of  our  affairs  and 
we  do  not  want  to  make  it  any  of  our  affair. 
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Senator  Kuciiel.  I  do  not  even  raise  that  point.  This  hearing  is 
being  held  because  the  chairman  of  my  committee  requested  it  to  be 
held. 

Mr.  Kieb.  I  just  want  to  point  out  to  you  we  need  these  kinds  of 
tools  if  we  are  going  to  modernize  the  Post  Office  Department  and 
service.  If  we  are  going  to  follow  the  President’s  desire  that  the 
postal  service  continue  with  increased  efficiency  we  need  this  kind  of 
tools. 

Over  on  the  House  side  H.  R.  6342  was  developed  this  year.  I  know 
nothing  of  the  history  of  the  other  bills.  I  would  like  to  hope  that 
nothing  else  would  prevent  us  from  getting  this  kind  of  legislation. 

Senator  Busn.  Has  this  bill  been  passed  by  the  House? 

Mr.  Kieb.  H.  R.  6342  I  understand  is  on  the  calendar  today. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Have  you  concluded  ? 

Mr.  Kieb.  Yes.  And  I  have  put  a  complete  copy  of  my  statement 
into  the  record. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  A  copy  of  your  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of 
the  record. 

(The  statement  of  Ormonde  A.  Kieb  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Ormonde  A.  Kieb,  Assistant  Postmaster  General,  Bure  a  it 

of  Facilities 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Buildings,  I  wish  to 
express  the  appreciation  of  the  Post  Office  Department  for  the  opportunity  of 
testifying  on  the  bill  introduced  by  Senator  Martin,  S.  2041,  to  amend  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  public 
buildings  for  housing  of  Federal  agencies  or  departments,  including  post  offices, 
by  executing  purchase  contracts,  and  for  other  purposes. 

This  bill  would  provide,  in  substance,  for  the  acquisition  of  title  to  real  prop¬ 
erty  and  the  construction  of  public  buildings  by  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  by  means  of  lease-purchase  agreements  for  the  accommodation  of 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government.  This  authority  would  be  included  in  a 
new  section  411  to  be  added  to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (approved  June 
16,  1949;  63  Stat.  176). 

Under  the  language  incorporated  in  section  411  (a)  the  Administrator  would 
be  authorized  to  obtain  and  provide  space,  with  the  approval  of  the  Postmaster 
General,  for  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department.  This  provision  might  be 
construed  as  prohibiting  the  Post  Office  Department  from  obtaining  such  addi¬ 
tional  space  as  it  may  require  unless  this  space  was  acquired  by  the  Administrator 
through  lease-purchase  agreements  or  unless  it  was  obtained  by  this  Department 
after  the  Administrator  had  determined  that  acquiring  property  by  lease-purchase  * 
agreements  would  not  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States.  These 
restrictions  would  constitute  real  handicaps  in  the  operation  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  should  the  views  of  the  Administrator  as  to  the  requirements  for 
postal  space  not  coincide  with  those  of  the  Department.  In  order  to  achieve 
efficient  and  economical  operations,  the  Post  Office  Department  must  have  free¬ 
dom  to  determine  its  needs  for  space  in  any  particular  area  without  the  approval 
of  other  departments  of  the  Government  whose  programs  may  not  be  designed 
to  take  care  of  the  ever-changing  needs  of  an  organization  such  as  the  Post  Office 
Department. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  411  would  authorize  the  Administrator  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  by  this  subsection  with  respect  to,  among  other  things,  “prop¬ 
erties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of 
the  termination  of  applicable  purchase  contracts.”  Subsection  (c)  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  Administrator  “to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of 
any  land  owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General 
Services  Administration,”  including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  structures  or  by 
providing  for  the  construction  of  such  other  structures  and  facilities  as  shall 
be  the  subject  of  applicable  purchase  contracts.  Taken  together,  these  provi¬ 
sions  could  be  construed  to  repose  in  the  Administrator  the  authority  to  make 


AMENDING  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949 


65 


future  decisions  with  reference  to  the  disposition  of  post  office  facilities  acquired 
under  section  411  and  the  construction  of  new  ones.  These  provisions  might  be 
so  construed  even  though  at  some  future  date  the  Post  Office  Department  might 
be  authorized  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements. 

S.  2041  is  similar  to  the  bill  introduced  in  the  House  by  Congressman  McGregor 
as  H.  R.  5406.  As  this  committee  no  doubt  is  aware,  that  measure,  H.  R.  5406, 
has  been  superseded  by  H.  R.  6342,  also  introduced  by  Congressman  McGregor. 

H.  R.  6342  combines  in  one  bill,  as  title  I,  the  lease-purchase  provisions  re¬ 
lating  to  the  General  Services  Administration,  and,  as  title  II,  the  lease-purchase 
and  other  needed  provisions  relating  to  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  provisions  contained  in  the  legislation  are  the  result  of  extended  study 
and  discussion  between  representatives  of  the  General  Services  Administration, 
General  Accounting  Office,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  legislation  has  grown  out  of  recommendations  made  from  many 
viewpoints. 

Title  I  of  the  legislation  relates  to  matters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services. 

This  title  provides,  in  substance,  for  the  acquisition  of  title  to  real  property 
and  the  construction  of  public  buildings  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv¬ 
ices  by  means  of  lease-purchase  agreements  for  the  accommodation  of  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government,  except  accommodations  for  activities  of  the  Post 
Office  Department.  This  authoiity  would  be  included  in  a  new  section  411  to  be 
added  to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (approved  June  16, 1949 ;  63  Stat.  176) . 

The  exception  with  respect  to  accommodations  for  activities  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  is  necessary  to  leave  the  Postmaster  General  unhampered  in  the 
performance  of  the  functions  vested  in  him  by  title  II  of  the  legislation.  How¬ 
ever,  under  the  authority  contained  in  subsection  (g)  of  new  section  411  of  the 
Puhlic  Buildings  Act  of  1949,  the  Postmaster  General  is  vested  with  authority 
to  utilize  the  services  of  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  in  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  property  for  postal  purposes,  when  this  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  Government.  Such  authority,  of  course,  is  necessary  to  enable  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  procure  space  for  postal  purposes  in  general  purpose  Federal 
buildings. 

Title  II  of  the  legislation  relates  to  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  is  to  authorize  the  Posmaster  General  to 
enter  into  two  types  of  leaseholds  (lease-purchase  and  term  lease  agreements), 
not  presently  permissive,  in  the  procurement  of  space  to  be  used  exclusively  by 
the  Post  Office  Department. 

Historically,  the  Post  Office  Department  has  obtained  its  space  needs  through 
Government  construction  or  by  rental  of  privately  owned  space.  With  no  Fed¬ 
eral  construction  of  postal  space  since  1941,  the  ever-expanding  need  for  the 
several  types  of  modern  postal  facilities  has  been  met  through  renting  or  leas¬ 
ing  prom  private  ownership.  With  no  appropriations  for  Government  post  office 
construction  apparent  in  the  foreseeable  future  the  necessity  for  leasing  of  postal 
facilities  will  continue  and  increase. 

In  the  interest  of  better  leasing  and  rental  economy  it  is  imperatively  impor¬ 
tant  that  the  Postmaster  General  be  given  every  device,  tool,  and  technique 
commonly  in  present  use  by  private  business  whereby  there  may  be  negotiated 
the  most  advantageous  leasehold  for  the  United  States  Government. 

The  provisions  contained  in  title  II  of  the  legislation,  which  are  the  result 
of  extended  study  and  discussion  between  this  Department  and  representatives 
of  the  General  Services  Administration,  General  Accounting  Office,  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  will  vest  authority  over  the  procurement  of  space  to  be 
used  exclusively  for  postal  purposes  in  the  Post  Office  Department,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  which  is  held  responsible  to  the  Congress  for  the  efficient  and  economical 
operation  of  the  mail  service  of  the  United  States. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  title,  this  Department  will  be  in  a  position  to  provide 
much  needed  space  and  modern  facilities  either  by  lease-purchase  agreements 
whereby  the  title  to  the  property  will  vest  in  the  United  States  at  the  end  of  the 
lease  term,  or  if  more  advantageous  to  the  Government,  to  provide  such  space 
through  term  lease  agreements.  This  will  enable  the  Department  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  competitive  open  market  construction  of  buildings  for  postal  purposes ; 
take  advantage  of  long-term  amortization ;  take  advantage  of  the  use  of  private 
capital ;  and  obtain  control  of  the  best  sites  available  for  the  purpose  desired 
and  thus  eliminate  option  speculation. 

The  legislation  to  which  I  refer,  and  which  has  been  approved  by  the  General 
Services  Administration,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  General  Accounting  Office,  and 
the  Post  Office  Department,  provides,  as  follows : 
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“TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

“Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  (1)  redesignating 
section  411  thereof  as  section  412,  and  (2)  inserting,  immediately  after  section 
410  thereof,  the  following  new  section : 

“‘Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  determines 
that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the  permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  any  particular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 
property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  and  (2)  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he 
is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of 
activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and. 
the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States  (including  Guam),  except 
for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiating 
and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less  than 
ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title 
to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the 
contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in  each 
of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision 
for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment  pay¬ 
ments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for  the  exchange  of  surplus  real  prop¬ 
erty  or  real  property  which  may  become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such  agreement, 
where  the  Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Government  in 
economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be  served. 

“‘(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  authorized  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those 
for  which  conversions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required, 
and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pur¬ 
suance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  purchase  contracts. 

“  ‘(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private 
entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section ;  and  is  further  authorized 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  owned  by  the 
United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General  Services  Administration 
including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon, 
by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase  contracts. 

“‘(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such  provisions  as  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  LTnited  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  United  States  :  Provided,  That  no  such  agreement  may  provide  for 
the  payment  by  the  United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys 
in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  appraised  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case 
of  property  where  construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date  of  completion  of 
such  construction. 

“‘(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  calling  for  the  expenditure 
of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it 
has  been  submitted,  thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of 
the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  for  appropriate 
reference  to  committees. 

“‘(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment  of  rent  and  related 
charges  for  premises,  whether  appropriated  directly  to  the  General  .Services 
Administration  or  to  any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  make  payments  becoming  due  from  time  to  time  from  the 
United  States  as  current  charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into 
under  authority  of  this  section :  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended 
for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such  agreement  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  contract  term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of 
option  to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds 
for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are  hereby  authorized :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  value  of  any  Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any 
such  agreement  may  be  credited  at  time  of  exchange  to  the  payments  to  be  made 
by  the  United  States  thereunder :  Provided  further,  That  Government  real  prop- 
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erty  to  be  exchanged  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase  price  of 
the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that  where  the  amount  of  the 
credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase 
price,  the  amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided  in  section 
205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act  of  1953,  be  covered  into  the 
miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

“‘(g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to  exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him  by 
this  section  (1)  to  acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or  (2)  to  provide  space 
for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section  for  other  purposes. 

“  ‘(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property  acquired  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title 
to  the  same  shall  pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

“  ‘(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person 
or  circumstances  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application 
thereof  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

“  ‘(j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175), 
shall  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into  under  this  section, 
except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after 
request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect 
to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“‘(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  sections  3733, 
3734,  and  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259  ;  41 
U.  S.  C.  12, 14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 1877  (19  Stat.  370 ;  40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ; 
section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27, 1935,  as  amended  (60  Stat.  257  ;  40  U.  S.  C.  304c)  ; 
section  407  of  this  Act;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  applicable  labor 
standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  construction  of 
buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements 
executed  under  this  section.’ 

“Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the  program  authorized 
by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be  required  from 
time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

“Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Public  Buildings  Purchase  Contract 
Act  of  1953’. 

“TITLE  II— POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

“Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement  existing  provisions  of 
law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal  purposes  by  providing  authorization  for 
the  acquisition  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space  through  the  execution 
of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements  under  which  the  United  States  will 
obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and  will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in 
the  case  of  lease-purchase  agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  described 
therein  at  or  prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed  therein.  It  is  not  the 
intention  of  the  Congress  that  the  program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this 
title  shall  constitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the 
construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be  required  from 
time  to  time  by  the  postal  service. 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  determines  that  (1)  there 
is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for  postal  purposes  in  any  particular  area  which 
cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  the  receipts  of  the  post  office  serving 
such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year,  and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States 
will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and 
provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  structures  of  permanent-type  con¬ 
struction  in  the  several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories 
and  possessions  of  the  United  States  (including  Guam),  by  negotiating  and 
entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less 
than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case 
that  title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions 
stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements.  Such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  shall  include  provisions  for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed 
upon  therein  of  rental  payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any 
such  agreement  may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the  fair  market 
value  on  the  date  of  such  agreement  of  the  property  described  therein.  The 
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financial  transactions  of  the  Post  Office  Department  with  respect  to  such  lease- 
purchase  agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting  and  auditing  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Post  Dffice  Department  Financial  Control  Act  of  1950  (Act  of 
August  17, 1950,  ch.  735,  Eighty-first  Congress,  second  session). 

“(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in 
this  section  with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con¬ 
versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms 
of  applicable-lease-purchase  agreements. 

“(c)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  with  any 
person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effect¬ 
uate  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section ;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 
about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  purchased  by  the  United 
States  for  postal  purposes,  including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded 
structures  situate  thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others 
of  such  structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  lease- 
purchase  agreement. 

“(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include  such  provisions  as  the 
Postmaster  General,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations 
imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with 
the  United  States. 

“(e)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department  for  the  payment  of  rents 
are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  any  payments 
becoming  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  in  pxirsuance  of  lease- 
purchase  agreements  entered  into  under  the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided, 
That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
covered  by  any  lease-purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  lease¬ 
hold  term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  other¬ 
wise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition, 
which  appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

“Sec.  203.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Postmaster 
General  is  authorized  to — 

“  (1)  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agreements  with  any  person,  copartner¬ 
ship,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  on  such  terms  as  the 
Postmaster  General  deems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States, 
for  the  erection  by  such  lessor  of  such  buildings  and  improvements  for  postal 
purposes  as  the  Postmaster  General  deems  appropriate,  on  lands  sold,  leased, 
or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster  General  to,  or  otherwise  acquired 
by,  such  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  public  or  private  entity ; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  section,  and  without  regard 
to  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Act  of 
June  30,  1949,  ch.  288,  Eighty-first  congress,  first  session),  as  amended — 

“(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease,  donation,  or  other¬ 
wise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States,  real  property  and  interests  therein,  for  use  for 
postal  purposes ;  and 

“(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests  therein,  acquired  for 
use  or  used  for  postal  purposes  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such 
terms  as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States. 

“(b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department  for  the  payment  of  rents 
are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by  the  Postmaster  General  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

“Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he  enters  into  any  lease- 
purchase  or  lease  agreement  under  authority  of  this  title,  include  in  sucli  agree¬ 
ment  a  provision  for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compensate 
for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased  property. 

“Sec.  205.  Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from  sales,  leases,  or  other 
disposals  of  property  acquired  in  the  performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of 
the  functions  vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current  applicable 
appropriation  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  for  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

“Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  to  all  real  property  purchased  by  him  under  authority  of  this  title. 
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“Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 
175),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition  in  fee  simple  of  real  property  under  this 
title,  except  that  any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire  real  property  under 
this  title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior 
to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity 
of  title  to  the  real  property  described  therein. 

“(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (41  U.  S.  C.  5),  shall 
apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  lease-purchase  agreements,  under 
authority  of  section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease  agreements  entered  into 
under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  203  (a)  of  this  title. 

“(c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  sections 
3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41 
U.  S.  C.  12,  14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370;  40  U.  S.  C. 
34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  applicable  labor  standards  provi¬ 
sions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  or  disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of 
buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions  performed 
by  the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

“Sec.  208.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  title  later  than  a  date 
ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title. 

“Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his  annual  report  an  account 
of  transactions  conducted  during  the  applicable  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  this  title. 

“Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Post  Office  Department  Property  Act 
of  1953’.” 

There  is  no  conflict  or  inconsistency  between  the  provisions  of  title  I  and  title 
II  of  the  legislation.  To  the  contrary,  they  present  the  complete  authority  neces¬ 
sary  for  a  well-rounded  procurement  program.  Title  I  will  provide  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  with  modern  tools,  and  title  II  will  provide  the  Post¬ 
master  General  with  modern  tools.  Both  titles  will  eliminate  duplication  and 
conflict  in  operation  and  will  provide  flexibility  for  cooperation  between  the  two 
Departments. 

It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the  savings  that  will  result  from  the  enactment 
of  such  legislation.  However,  it  is  believed  that  the  enactment  of  such  legislation 
will  result  in  substantial  savings  to  the  Government. 

This  Department  strongly  favors  this  legislation  and  urges  its  early  enactment. 

If  S.  2041  is  to  be  considered  in  lieu  of  H.  R.  6342,  it  is  respectfully  recommended 
that  S.  2041  be  amended  to  incorporate  the  language  of  the  legislation  set  forth 
above. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the  opportunity  of 
appearing  before  your  committee  with  respect  to  this  legislation. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Are  there  any  questions  ? 

Senator  Gore.  I  want  to  suggest  that  we  give  the  gentleman  an  A 
on  his  first  appearance. 

Senator  Ivuciiel.  Yes.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Kieb.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Kieb. 

Mr.  John  H.  Martiny,  legislative  attorney  for  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office. 

Do  you  have  a  prepared  statement  to  make? 

STATEMENTS  OF  JOHN  H.  MARTINY,  LEGISLATIVE  ATTORNEY, 

GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE;  AND  GORDON  B.  RATH,  AT¬ 
TORNEY,  OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL,  GENERAL  ACCOUNT¬ 
ING  OFFICE 

Mr.  Martiny.  I  have  a  short  statement.  I  could  submit  it  for  the 
record  and  discuss  the  bill ;  whichever  you  prefer. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Why  don’t  you  do  that,  in  the  interests  of  time? 
We  are  moving  along  toward  noon. 
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(The  statement  of  John  H.  Martiny  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  John  H.  Martiny,  Legislative  Attorney,  General  Accounting 

Office 

This  legislation  is  designed  to  provide  authority  for  the  use  of  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  payment  of  rents  to  acquire  space  for  the  permanent  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government.  The  space  would  be  acquired  under  lease-purchase 
contracts  and  ultimate  ownership  of  the  property  would  vest  in  the  United 
States. 

The  Comptroller  General  favors  enactment  of  legislation  to  accomplish  this 
purpose,  and  he  believes  that,  in  the  absence  of  an  active  public  buildings  con¬ 
struction  program,  substantial  economies  will  be  possible  if  the  lease-purchase 
program  is  properly  administered. 

There  presently  are  being  considered  by  the  Congress  several  other  bills  with 
provisions  somewhat  similar  to  the  provisions  of  S.  2041.  The  Comptroller 
General  has  reported  favorably  on  some  of  those  bills  with  certain  suggested 
modifications.  Also,  it  is  his  view  that  S.  2041  retains  adequate  financial  con¬ 
trols  in  the  Congress. 

The  bill  provides  for  a  uniform  lease-purchase  program  for  the  entire  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  including  the  Post  Office  Department  if  the  Postmaster  General 
approves. 

It  requires  that  a  proposed  project  be  eligible  under  the  geographical  alloca¬ 
tion  and  distribution  of  buildings  set  forth  in  section  102  of  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1949. 

It  requires  application  of  the  installment  payments  to  the  agreed  purchase 
price. 

It  requires  a  specific  appropriation  for  the  final  acquisition  of  title  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  the  specified  contract  term. 

Also,  it  specifies  a  maximum  aggregate  annual  amount  which  may  be  paid 
under  any  agreement. 

I  believe  it  is  intended  that  agreements  under  this  bill  be  subjected  to  the 
advertising  requirements  of  section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (  41  U.  S.  C.  252).  However,  on  page  5,  line 
23,  of  S.  2041,  subsection  (g)  refers  to  section  302  (c)  of  “this  Act”,  which  is 
the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949.  This  language  I  presume  will  be  corrected 
to  refer  to  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949. 

As  I  have  stated  before,  the  Comptroller  General  favors  this  type  of  program 
provided  adequate  fiscal  controls  are  retained  by  the  Congress,  and  I  wish 
to  say  here  that  he  believes  that  some  of  the  similar  bills  do  not  retain  adequate 
fiscal  controls  in  the  Congress.  However,  the  ultimate  savings  to  be  obtained 
by  using  this  program  in  lieu  of  a  rental  program  will  depend  solely  upon 
how  well  the  proposed  authority  is  exercised.  This  is  true  under  any  program 
where  such  a  broad  grant  of  authority  as  proposed  here  is  given  to  the  head 
of  an  agency. 

Mr.  Martiny.  As  you  stated,  I  am  John  H.  Martiny,  legislative 
attorney  of  the  General  Accounting  Office,  and  I  have  with  me  Mr. 
Gordon  Rath.  He  is  an  attorney  of  the  General  Counsel's  Office  and 
has  quite  a  considerable  experience  in  decisions  of  the  Comptroller 
General  on  lease  matters. 

If  you  have  any  questions  at  all  on  leasing,  he  would  be  glad  to 
answer  them,  if  he  can. 

I  would  like  to  state  the  Comptroller’s  position  on  these  bills.  The 
Comptroller  General  in  the  prior  Congress  and  in  this  Congress  favors 
a  program  of  this  nature.  His  interest,  of  course,  is  that  the  Congress 
retain  adequate  fiscal  controls  over  the  program.  He  believes  that 
adequate  fiscal  controls  are  retained  in  this  Senate  bill  2011. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Does  he  make  that  same  comment  with  respect 
to  the  House  bill  we  have  before  us,  H.  R.  6342? 

Mr.  Martiny.  No,  sir.  We  have  worked  with  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  ;  we  have  worked  with  the  House  committees ;  and  we  favor 
the  program.  But  we  have  made  ourselves  clear  all  through  this 
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process  that  we  do  not  favor  permitting  any  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  the  Comptroller  General  has  made  himself  clear  on  this 
through  the  years,  that  Congress  should  not  divest  itself  of  this 
appropriation  process. 

There  is  one  provision  in  the  House  bill,  and  I  assume  it  is  also 
in  the  Senate  bill  that  was  introduced  yesterday,  that  would  permit 
the  Post  Office  Department  to  use  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  property 
and  to  put  those  proceeds  in  the  general  supply  fund  of  the  Post  Office 
Department.  Then  they  could  reuse  those  proceeds  without  going 
through  the  appropriation  process.  The  Comptroller  General  objects 
to  that  and  has  objected  to  it  from  the  beginning,  and  of  course  that 
is  his  suggestion  now. 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  House  bill  or  the  provisions  of  these  bills 
that  apply  to  the  Post  Office  Department,  retain  the  same  controls 
that  are  present  in  the  bills  that  are  applicable  to  the  General  Services 
Administration. 

We  in  the  General  Accounting  Office,  of  course,  would  like  to  see 
more  controls.  We  would  like  to  see  the  controls  that  are  in  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  bill.  We  would  much  favor  those.  Of 
course,  we  are  not  objecting  to  the  program  for  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  because  we  can  see  there  are  some  differences  there.  But  the 
only  provision  we  are.  objecting  to  now  is  that  provision  in  there  which 
permits  them  to  use  these  funds. 

Senator  Bush.  Can  you  point  that  out? 

Mr.  Martiny.  I  would  be  glad  to. 

Senator  Bush.  Do  you  have  a  copy  of  the  bill  ? 

Mr.  Martiny.  Yes,  sir.  I  have  it  here.  It  is  on  H.  R.  6342,  page 
12,  section  205,  reading : 

Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from  sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals 
of  property  acquired  in  the  performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  func¬ 
tions  vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current  applicable  appro¬ 
priation  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
for  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

In  other  words,  if  they  had  a  piece  of  property  in  San  Francisco, 
let  us  say,  with  good  administration,  of  course,  they  would  not  do  this. 
I  assume  the  present  administration  won't  because  they  know  it  is 
involved  here,  but  in  the  Comptroller  General’s  Office  we  see  all  of 
these  various  authorities  that  are  given.  Over  the  past  years,  of 
course,  past  history  will  bear  us  out  that  some  place  along  the  line 
there  will  be  poor  administration.  If  they  had  a  piece  of  property 
here  in  San  Francisco  they  could  sell  it  and  use  the  proceeds  to  buy 
another  piece  of  property  some  place  else.  We  object  to  that  and 
think  it  is  too  much  authority. 

Senator  Bush.  What  would  you  do?  Take  section  205  out  of  the 
bill? 

Mr.  Martiny.  We  would  recommend  that,  because  the  other  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  bill  are  such  that  they  cannot  use  their  moneys  that  are 
appropriated  for  rentals.  They  know  every  year  they  have  to  come 
back  and  justify  their  rental  appropriation.  If  Congress  believes  the 
program  is  not  progressing  fast  enough,  of  course,  it  is  within  their 
discretion  to  give  them  more  money  in  that  rental  appropriation  to 
speed  up  the  program.  In  that  particular  way  Congress  does  have 
some  small  control  over  the  expediency  of  the  program. 
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Senator  Bush.  Did  you  recommend  over  in  the  House  that  this 
section  be  eliminated? 

Mr.  Martiny.  We  did.  It  was  not  in  the  bill  at  the  time  we  testi¬ 
fied.  In  our  testimony  we  brought  all  that  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee  to  the  effect  that  it  would  not  be  in  the  bill.  It  was  pqt 
in  the  bill  afterward.  It  was  in  an  original  draft  of  the  legislation 
and  we  pointed  out  to  all  parties  concerned  at  that  time  we  would 
object  to  it,  and  it  was  taken  out. 

We  told  the  House  committee  that  the  Comptroller  General  would 
definitely  recommend  against  those  provisions  whenever  it  showed  up 
in  the  bill. 

Senator  Bush.  Is  somebody  going  to  move  to  strike  it  out  there 
today  ? 

Mr.  Martiny.  This  bill  is  already  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  It 
was  reported  from  the  Public  Works  Committee.  We  did  not  appear 
before  the  Public  Works  Committee.  So  you  see,  we  do  not  really 
have  our  bar  in  against  this  provision  up  to  this  point. 

Senator  Bush.  We  understood  they  were  going  to  take  action  on  1 
the  floor  of  the  House  today  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Martiny.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  And  I  was  wondering  if  you  knew  whether  anyone 
Avas  going  to  move  an  amendment  to  strike  it  out  ? 

Mr.  Martiny.  We  have  not  had  the  opportunity  really  to  call  this 
to  the  attention  of  anybody  on  the  Public  Works  Committee.  The 
House  Committee  on  Post  Offices  and  Civil  Service  are  quite  aware 
of  our  stand ;  and  in  fact,  in  informal  meetings  with  the  staff  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  we  told  them  the  position  that  the  Comptroller 
General  would  take  on  this  particular  provision. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Are  there  any  other  questions? 

Mr.  Martiny.  We  would  be  glad  to  discuss  anything  else  in  the 
bill  or  any  other  feature  of  that,  but  that  is  the  strongest  point  in  the 
different  bills. 

Senator  Bush.  Otherwise  you  think  the  bill  is  satisfactory  ? 

Mr.  Martiny.  I  would  not  like  to  comment  on  that,  Senator.  We 
favor  the  program.  Let  us  put  it  that  way.  Personally,  at  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office  we  do  not  think  that  this  H.  R.  6342  is  what 
we  would  call  good  legislation  because  of  3  or  4  different  features. 
First,  it  gives  the  General  Services  Administration  one  program,  and 
under  that  program  that  cannot,  of  course,  be  delegated  to  the  Post¬ 
master  General.  Then  there  is  another  provision  that  gives  a  similar 
program  to  the  Post  Office  Department ;  and  in  that  similar  program 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  there  are  not  the  same  controls  retained 
in  the  Congress  over  that  program  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 

In  addition  to  that,  there  is  another  program  which  gives  the  Post 
Office  Department  unlimited  leasing  authority.  It  removes  all 
restrictions. 

In  the  General  Accounting  Office  we  do  not  believe  in  removing 
all  restrictions.  Now,  that  is  in  the  Post  Office  Department,  where 
they  can  lease  for  20  years ;  and  under  the  new  program  they  could 
lease  for  50  or  99  years. 

The  history  back  of  the  limitations  in  the  use  of  appropriations  will 
bear  us  out.  You  asked  the  question  before  as  to  why  that  1-year  limi¬ 
tation  was  in  there.  In  the  General  Accounting  Office  we  know  that 
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Congress  has  been  reluctant  to  release  that  control  year  after  year. 
One  Congress  likes  to  be  able  to  take  its  own  action  in  furnishing  ap¬ 
propriations.  So  that  an  agency  will  not  go  out  and  bind  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  a  lease  for  25  years,  and  maybe  5  years  from  now  the  agency 
is  abolished.  Of  course,  that  does  not  happen  in  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  so  those  limitations  are  not  necessarily  applicable  there. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Of  course,  that  argument  applies  with  equal  per¬ 
suasion  to  any  lease-purchase  recommendations? 

Mr.  Martin y.  That  is  right.  But  here  they  have  to  make  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  a  permanent-type  construction  is  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  Government.  When  that  program  is  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  then  they  have  the  flexibility  of  al¬ 
lotting  that  space  to  another  agency  that  may  be  in  the  area. 

Senator  Bush.  You  are  not  enthusiastic  about  the  bill  then,  so  to 
speak. 

.Mi'-  Martin y.  No,  sir.  We  are  not  in  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
We  are  in  favor  of  a  lease-purchase  program.  Let  us  put  it  that  way. 
But  we  are  not  in  favor  of - 

Senator  Kuchel.  You  are  in  favor  of  it,  but  you  argue  against  it  a 
little  bit. 

Mr.  Martiny.  Because  I  think  this  bill  here  goes  a  little  further 
than  a  true  lease-purchase  program.  A  lease-purchase  program  such 
as  is  proposed  in  S.  2041,  we  -would  have  no  objection  to  whatever. 
In  this  H.  R.  0342  some  of  that  program  does  not  contain  all  of  those 
controls. 

Senator  Kuchel.  But  in  S.  2041  it  is  equally  true  that  up  to  a  25- 
year  period  an  agency  could  bind  the  Government  and  future  Con¬ 
gresses  to  a  contract. 

Mr.  Martiny.  That  is  true. 

Senator  Kuchel.  So  to  that  extent  you  take  a  semi-dim  view. 

Mr.  Martiny.  No.  I  am  not  arguing  against  extending  the  l'-year 
leasing  period  at  all.  We  are  not  concerned  at  all  with  that  release  of 
that  control.  But  I  could  go  through  the  various  types  of  control  that 
are  in  S.  2041,  if  you  would  have  me. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Would  you  do  that? 

Mr.  Martiny.  First  of  all,  you  have  the  provision  in  there  that  a 
project  must  meet  the  qualifications  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act,  I  be¬ 
lieve  section  102.  In  other  words,  it  has  to  qualify  for  congressional 
districts  and  the  project  has  to  be  approved  by  Congress.  That  is  one 
of  the  main  features. 

Next  it  requires  the  application  of  the  installment  payments  to  the 
final  fixed  valuation.  Of  course,  that  is  also  true  in  all  of  the  bills. 
But  in  S.  2041  there  is  a  limitation  on  the  maximum  aggregate  amount. 
A  15  percent  limitation  is  there  which  does  not  appear  in  provisions  for 
the  Post  Office  Department. 

I  believe  those  are  the  two  main  features.  First,  the  program  must 
be  approved  by  the  Public  Buildings  Act;  and,  second,  there  is  an 
aggregate  limitation  on  the  amount  of  rentals.  It  is  15  percent  of 
the  fair  market  value. 

Senator  Bush.  And  you  favor  it  ? 

Mr.  Martiny.  The  Comptroller  General  would  take  a  position  and 
he  would  favor  the  Senate  bill  that  is  under  consideration  here  this 
morning. 
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Senator  Bush.  But  that  does  not  give  the  Post  Office  Department 
the  authority  they  seek  ? 

Mi*.  Martixy.  No.  It  does  give  by  delegation  of  authority,  and 
it  would  give  them  a  lease-purchase  program  in  conjunction  with  the 
General  Services  Administration.  In  other  words,  the  authority  in 
S.  2041  could  be  delegated  to  the  Postmaster  General. 

Senator  Bush.  Oh,  it  could? 

Mr.  Martin y.  Under  the  Federal  Property  Act. 

Senator  Busii.  So  that  he  would  have  the  same  authority  for  lease- 
purchase  agreements  that  he  would  have  under  this  if  he  got  it  from 
the  General  Services  Administration  ? 

Mr.  Martiny.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  We  have  to  get  it  from  them  ? 

Mr.  Martiny.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  I  suppose  the  Post  Office  Department  would  not  like 
that  too  well. 

Mr.  Martiny.  I  would  not  like  to  answer  for  them  on  that,  sir. 

Senator  Bush.  On  the  other  hand,  looking  at  it  over  a  long  period 
of  years,  it  is  not  such  a  bad  idea. 

Mr.  Martiny.  We  do  believe,  from  our  audit  particularly,  some 
of  our  men  have  reported  to  me  that  it  would  appear  that  it  would 
be  economical  for  the  Government  to  give  the  Post  Office  Department 
control  over  their  programs.  I  am  sure  we  could  substantiate  that. 
I  mean,  they  know  what  they  want  and  where  they  want  it;  and  they 
do  not  have  to  rely  on  some  other  agency  to  get  their  money  for  them, 
which  they  would  have  to  do  almost  under  a  program  controlled  by 
General  Services  Administration. 

In  other  words,  a  lot  of  times  in  their  repairs  it  has  been  called  to 
their  attention  where,  in  order  to  have  some  repairs  at  a  particular 
post  office,  they  have  to  rely  on  the  General  Services  Administration 
getting  money  for  those  repairs  in  some  cases,  whereas  in  a  program 
completely  under  the  control  of  the  Post  Office  Department  they  could 
control  that  and  push  a  particular  project  if  they  thought  it  advan¬ 
tageous  to  the  Government. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Is  that  all  ? 

Mr.  Martiny.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Randy  H.  Hamilton,  director 
of  the  American  Municipal  Association  Washington  office. 

STATEMENT  0E  RANDY  H.  HAMILTON,  DIRECTOR  OF  WASHINGTON 
OFFICE,  AMERICAN  MUNICIPAL  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  am  Randy  H.  Hamilton,  the  Washington  office 
director  of  the  American  Municipal  Association,  an  association  of 
nearly  12,004  municipalities  in  43  States.  I  should  like  to  make  an 
off-the-record  comment  to  begin  with  if  1  may,  Senator. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Go  ahead. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Hamilton.  In  view  of  the  shortage  of  time,  I  shall  confine 
my  remarks  to  two  phases  of  S.  2041.  I  will  read  somewhat  exten¬ 
sively  from  my  prepared  statement  because  the  American  Municipal 
Association  considers  this  a  very  extraordinarily  important  matter. 

First,  as  to  the  question  of  policy  being  newly  forged  by  this  bill 
and,  second,  as  to  its  specific  provisions. 
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Speaking  to  my  first  point,  we  question  the  wisdom  of  establishing  a 
new  Federal:  policy  of  lease-purchase  agreements  which  makes  it 
easier  to  remove  property  from  local  tax  rolls.  The  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  already  has  the  power  of  eminent  domain.  It  has  the  full 
and  complete  power  of  condemnation  to  accomplish  the  same  purposes 
as  set  forth  in  this  bill.  But  what  the  bill  does  is  to  afford  an  easy- 
payment  plan,  a  no-money-down  plan,  a  so-called  lease-purchase  plan 
not  only  to  build  new  buildings  but  to  buy  buildings  which  are  already 
standing,  in  use,  and  paying  local  taxes. 

Stress  should  be  laid  upon  the  fact  that  S.  2041  applies  not  only  to 
new  construction  but  also  to  buildings  already  standing. 

Senator  Bush.  When  would  they  come  off  the  tax  rolls  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  According  to  this  bill,  at  or  before  the  expiration 
of  the  lease  term. 

Senator  Kuciiel.  Now,  will  you  point  that  out  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Yes,  sir.  Line  21,  page  2.  Presumably  tax  prop¬ 
erty  could  come  off  the  tax  rolls  on  payment  of  the  first  month’s  rent. 

Senator  Bush.  Where  is  that  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Page  2,  line  21. 

Senator  Bush.  Read  the  language. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Yes,  sir:  “by  negotiating  and  entering  into  pur¬ 
chase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less  than,”  I  presume 
10,  “or  more  than  25  years.” 

Senator  Bush.  Which  bill  are  you  looking  at  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  S.  2041. 

Senator  Bush.  All  right.  Start  it  again. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Page  2,  line  17 :  “by  negotiating  and  entering  into 
purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less  than,”  I  pre¬ 
sume  10,  “or  more  than  25  years  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case 
that  title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before 
the  expiration  of  the  contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.” 

Senator  Kuchel.  Do  you  think  that  means,  when  it  says  “and,”  that 
you  have  two  conditions  ?  I  am  not  unsympathetic  with  what  you  are 
going  to  say,  but  I  am  inclined  to  disagree  with  you  on  this  point 
because  I  doubt  under  the  most  liberal  lease-purchase  legislation  you 
could  have  that  I  would  let  the  Government  take  title  away  from  me 
before  they  had  given  me  the  money  I  had  decided  I  wanted  to  have  to 
enter  into  such  an  agreement. 

And  here  you  have  the  tail  end  of  that  sentence :  “and  upon  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase 
contracts.” 

Mr.  Hamilton.  May  I  come  back  to  that  point  a  little  later  in  my 
testimony  ?  I  mention  it  in  the  light  of  another  point  we  make. 

Now,  just  what  is  the  need  of  this  new  policy?  This  committee 
should  very  seriously  consider  the  matter  of  making  it  easier  and  easier 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  acquire  property  which  is  tax-exempt 
from  local  levies.  Is  that  leasing  system  ineffective  ?  On  the  contrary, 
Mr.  Johnson,  the  General  Counsel  of  the  General  Accounting  Office,  in 
hearings  before  a  committee  last  year  on  H.  R.  6839 — which  is  prac¬ 
tically  the  same  bill  as  the  one  now  before  you — speaking  to  this  noint 
said: 

The  lease  agreements  have  been  generally  effective,  especially  in  the  case  of  the 
Post  Office  Department. 
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If  this  is  true,  why  forge  a  new  policy  ? 

Taking  property  or  a  building  off  the  local  tax  rolls  does  not  lessen 
the  need  of  nor  demand  for  services  to  the  buildings  or  property  and 
to  the  occupants  thereof.  I  won’t  bore  you  with  a  listing  of  those 
services  and  a  repetition  of  what  they  are.  You  are  familiar  with 
them.  You  use  them  daily.  You  would  not  do  without  them.  And, 
indeed,  it  is  inconceivable  that,  living  in  our  urban  country  as  we  do, 
we  could  do  without  them. 

Taking  the  building  off  the  tax  rolls  does  not  lessen  the  demand  for 
municipal  services,  but  it  does  seriously  lessen  the  fiscal  resources  upon 
which  the  city  has  to  draw  to  provide  those  services.  I  do  not  need  to 
belabor  the  point  here  that  over  70  percent  of  local  general-fund  rev¬ 
enues  come  from  the  tax  on  real  property.  Tax-exempt  property  in 
our  cities  is  causing  a  greater  and  greater  hardship.  And  this  bill  is 
designed  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  prime  downtown 
office  buildings  and  huge  parcel-post  warehouses  in  our  cities. 

The  testimony  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Buildings  last  year 
and  just  2  weeks  ago  on  H.  R,  570  indicated  that  they  were  not  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  small  rural  post  offices  with  reference  to  this  new 
policy. 

I  might  add  in  answer  to  Senator  Gore’s  question  that  was  reiterated 
this  morning. 

He  stated  that  the  primary  thinking  in  regard  to  it  was  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  abatement  of  the  difficulties  of  the  larger  parcel-post  sta¬ 
tions  in  the  big  cities.  So  we  are  faced  here  with  the  prospect  of  more 
and  more  tax  exemption  in  our  cities  on  Federal  property. 

Still  speaking  on  the  subject  of  the  wisdom  of  this  new  policy, 
I  presume  that  this  committee  agrees  with  the  policy  recommended 
by  the  Hoover  Commission  which  recommended : 

(2)  That  the  tax  systems — national.  State,  and  local — be  revised,  and  that  in 
this  revision  every  effort  be  made  to  leave  to  localities  and  States  adequate 
resources  from  which  to  raise  revenue  to  meet  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of 
local  and  State  governments. 

I  submit  that  this  new  policy  would  be  in  direct  conflict  with  that 
statement. 

Senator  Bush.  May  I  interrupt  there  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  Did  the  Hoover  report  go  so  far  as  to  indicate  that 
these  Federal  buildings  in  our  big  cities  and  municipalities  should 
remain  on  the  tax  rolls  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  No,  sir.  They  did  not  get  into  the  specific  problem 
of  Federal  property. 

Senator  Bush.  Was  that  question  specifically  considered  by  the 
Hoover  Commission  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  Were  you  with  this  association  at  that  time  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  was  a  city  manager  at  that  time. 

Senator  Bush.  You  were  not  doing  this  particular  work  then? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  No,  sir.  But  the  whole  problem  of  State-local- 
Federal  fiscal  resources  was  considered,  and  that  was  the  conclusion 
which  I  have  quoted  here. 

Senator  Bush.  I  mean,  parenthetically,  I  feel  very  sympathetic,  as 
Senator  Ivuchel  does,  to  this  business  of  taking  the  property  off  the 
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local  tax  rolls.  I  have  begun  to  wonder  why  it  is  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  does  not  pay  taxes  on  these  buildings  in  these  cities.  There  is  so 
much,  and  it  amounts  to  so  very  much. 

As  the  preceding  witness  said,  they  do  wear  out  an  awful  lot  of 
streets,  and  demand  an  awful  lot  of  protection,  and  service,  and  so 
forth,  and  do  not  pay  a  darned  thing.  I  am  wondering  what  the 
theory  behind  it  is.  Excuse  me.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  presume  that  this  committee  agrees  with  Pres¬ 
ident  Eisenhower  who  in  his  message  to  the  Congress  pointed  out 
that — 

the  matter  of  the  adequacy  of  fiscal  resources  available  to  the  various  needs  of 
government  to  discharge  their  proper  functions  must  be  carefully  explored. 

I  submit  that  this  new  policy  would  be  in  direct  conflict  with  that 
statement. 

I  presume  that  this  committee  agrees  with  the  statements  of  the 
Honorable  Robert  A.  Taft,  distinguished  Senate  leader,  when  he  testi¬ 
fied  before  a  congressional  committee  2  months  ago  on  his  bill,  S.  1514. 
I  submit  that  this  new  policy  would  be  in  direct  conflict  with  his 
statements  as  found  in  the  committee  documents  reporting  those  hear¬ 
ings. 

I  presume  that  the  Republican  members  of  the  committee  agree  with 
the  statement  in  their  party  platform : 

An  immediate  study  directed  toward  reallocation  of  fields  of  taxation  between 
Federal,  State,  and  municipal  governments  so  as  to  allow  greater  fiscal  freedom 
to  the  States  and  municipalities  *  *  *  and  enabling  the  various  divisions  of 
government  to  meet  their  obligations  more  efficiently. 

I  submit  that  this  new  policy  would  be  in  direct  conflict  with  that 
statement. 

I  presume  that  the  Democratic  members  of  this  committee  agree 
with  a  similar  statement  in  their  party’s  national  platform. 

S.  2041,  in  its  present  form,  runs  directly  counter  to  all  of  the  ex¬ 
pressions  of  philosophy  which  I  have  just  listed  for  you;  namely, 
that  it  is  good  policy  to  leave  to  local  government  its  tax  resources. 
The  major  tax  resources  of  local  government  are  taxes  on  real  prop¬ 
erty.  Or,  putting  it  another  way,  it  is  bad  policy  to  chip  away  at  local 
tax  resources. 

S.  2041  puts  in  the  hands  of  Federal  bureaucrats  a  well-sharpened 
axe  in  the  form  of  a  new  policy  which  does  not  now  exist,  to  chip  away 
at  this  tax-resource  structure.  The  American  Municipal  Association 
can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  the  adoption  of  S.  2041 
would  be  the  adoption  of  bad  policy. 

Now  if  I  may  speak  briefly  to  the  second  of  my  two  points,  that  is, 
our  strenuous  objections  to  the  passage  of  the  bill  in  its  present  form, 
I  know  that  the  members  of  this  committee  are  sympathetic  to  the 
subject  of  the  just  demands  of  local  government  for  payment  in  lieu 
of  taxes  by  the  Federal  Government  to  local  government.  You  have 
all  expressed  this  opinion  both  orally  and  in  writing.  But  you  also 
may  feel  that  the  subject  should  not  be  brought  up  in  this  specific  con¬ 
nection;  that  it  is  not  germane  to  this  bill;  that  the  subject  is  too 
broad;  requires  too  much  study;  has  so  many  ramifications  that  we 
cannot  take  time  to  consider  it  now.  I  agree  that  this  subject  is  one 
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of  the  most  difficult  which  the  Congress  will  ever  be  called  upon  to  face. 
But  face  it  you  must,  some  day. 

I  urge  you  not  to  take  any  action  which  would  create  an  even  greater 
snarl  in  this  already  knotty  problem.  Do  not  make  your  job  of  un¬ 
raveling  the  pay-in-lieu  mess  any  harder  by  passing  this  bill  in  its 
present  form.  The  place  to  start  tackling  the  pay-in-lieu  problem 
is  here,  today.  The  time  to  start  tackling  it  is  now,  today.  The  bill 
to  start  tackling  it  with  is  S.  2041. 

Why  not  make  the  job  of  coming  to  grips  with  the  pay-in-lieu  prob¬ 
lem  easier,  rather  than  harder?  We  will  never  be  able  to  solve  the 
problem  if  each  session  of  Congress  sees  the  passage  of  new  bills  con¬ 
taining  new  policies  which  do  not  face  up  to  the  issue  squarely,  which 
dodge  it  and  whose  proponents  say  that  they  are  sympathetic  to  the 
demands  of  local  government  for  pay-in-lieu  of  taxes  but  “my  bill 
is  not  the  place  to  start.” 

I  submit  that  before  one  can  run,  one  must  crawl.  Before  we  can 
solve  the  pay-in-lieu  problem  in  toto,  we  must  make  certain  that  no 
additional  bills  are  passed  which  make  the  problem  harder  to  solve. 

Senator  Kuchel,  coming  back  to  the  point  we  made  originally. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  The  bill  in  its  present  form  leaves  quite  serious 
doubts  as  to  whether  or  not  the  precedent  already  established  by  the 
Federal  Government  regarding  tax  payments  on  title  to  which  it  has 
already  taken  partial  title  may  not  be  followed.  You  are  quite 
familiar  with  that  problem  in  San  Diego  I  know. 

Senator  Kuchel.  That  was  not  a  real  property  problem  though, 
was  it?  Weren’t  we  talking  there  on - 

Kir.  Hamilton.  On  personality  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  But  I  think  you  will  find  in  Detroit — and  I  am 
quoting  the  partial  contract  type  of  clause  in  this  testimony — not  only 
is  it  real  property,  but  personalty  was  also  involved. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  contention  has  been  made,  I  suppose,  to  the 
extent  the  Federal  Government  has  an  equitable  interest,  to  that  extent 
the  value  is  decreased  for  ad  valorem  purposes. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  That  is  correct.  I  refer  to  the  practice  of  removing 
property  from  local  tax  rolls,  upon  which  partial  payment  has  been 
made  under  contract  clauses  which  read  as  the  following  typical 
clause  reads : 

The  contracting  officer  may,  from  time  to  time,  authorize  partial  payments 
to  the  contractor  upon  property  acquired  or  produced  by  it  for  the  performance 
of  this  contract ;  *  *  *  upon  making  of  any  partial  payment  under  this  contract, 
title  to  all  parts,  materials,  inventory,  work-in-progress  and  nondurable  tools 
therefore  acquired  or  produced  by  the  contractor  for  the  performance  of  this 
contract,  and  properly  chargeable  thereto  under  sound  accounting  practice,  shall 
forthwith  vest  in  the  Government ;  and  title  to  all  like  property  thereafter 
acquired  or  produced  by  the  contractor  for  the  performance  of  this  contract  and 
chargeable  as  aforesaid,  shall  vest  in  the  Government  *  *  *. 

Senator  Bush.  Wait  a  minute. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Suppose  a  man  builds  a  building,  and  he  has  brick, 
sand,  and  mortar,  and  whatever  else  it  takes  to  go  into  it,  standing  on 
the  lot.  He  is  a  contractor  building  the  building  under  the  lease- 
purchase  plan.  Is  there  any  provision  in  this  bill  which  provides 
that  this  already  established  precedent,  particularly  in  regard  to  the 
Department  of  Defense,  will  not  be  followed  ? 
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Senator  Bush.  I  was  going  to  usk  you  what  this  quotation  is  from. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  It  is  a  quotation  from  the  standard  contract  being 
written  by  the  Defense  Department. 

Senator  Bush.  For  the  acquisition  of  materials  of  war? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  And  property. 

Senator  Bush.  And  so  forth,  for  defense.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
quite  in  point  here,  I  must  say.  I  would  say  that  if  it  was  applied  to 
a  building  which  you  are  buying  on  a  lease-purchase  agreement  which 
remains  in  the  name  of  the  original  builder,  or  owner,  who  is  the 
lessor — I  cannot  believe  this  would  apply  to  that  until  title  transfers 
to  the  Government. 

Senator  Kuchel.  You  have  to  use  two  different  lines  of  thought. 
There  are  some  court  decisions  that  hold  that  to  the  extent,  in  the 
purchase  by  veterans  of  homes,  where  there  is  a  refinancing  and  where 
title  remains  in  the  public  agency,  that  the  local  assessor  has  no  right 
to  utilize  the  equitable  interest  of  the  purchasing  veteran  as  a  basis  for 
ad  valorem  taxes. 

Which  as  a  matter  of  fact,  now  that  I  say  it,  means  that  the  position 
you  take  is  true.  Those  are  are  only  two  things  I  can  remember.  In 
other  words,  you  make  the  point. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  We  make  the  point,  and  Senator  Bush’s  comment 
being  in  the  record,  perhaps  it  indicates  an  inclination  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  That  satisfies  us.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  it  is  certainly  not 
your  opinion,  Senator,  that  this  type  of  clause  should  be  applied  to 
this  type  of  contract. 

Senator  Bush.  I  certainly  do  not  think  so  from  what  I  know  of  it 
so  far.  It  would  seem  to  me  highly  inequitable  if  that  type  of  clause 
were  in. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  That  has  been  our  point.  It  is  not  in  the  bill  and 
we  want  to  bring  it  up.  Coming  back  to  the  fact  that  this  new  policy 
does  not  make  any  provision  for  payment  in  lieu,  we  suggest  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill. 

As  I  said,  S.  2041  contains  no  provisions  of  safeguards  that  this 
already  established  precedent  will  not  take  place  in  reference  to  this 
property.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  are  not  at  all  sure  but  what  the 
Comptroller  General  will  require  that  such  a  clause  be  inserted. 
Indeed,  the  bill  contains  the  specific  language  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  Government  “at  or  before”  the  expiration  of  the  lease 
terms. 

And  I  suggest  that  this  committee  is  not  at  all  sure  either,  since  I 
am  informed  that  the  Comptroller  General’s  Office  has  not  given  an 
opinion  on  this  matter  in  connection  with  this  bill.  I  suggest  that 
before  the  bill  is  adopted  in  its  present  form,  this  matter  be  checked 
into  and  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  you  are  here  considering  a  new  policy  with 
regard  to  land  and  building  acquisition,  we  again  stress  the  fact  that 
now  is  the  time  to  make  provision  for  payments  to  local  government 
for  services  performed  on  behalf  of  that  property.  The  time  to  face 
up  to  the  problem  and  to  meet  the  issue  is  today,  here,  now,  while  you 
are  considering  new  methods  of  getting  the  property  you  need  for 
Federal  functions. 

Accordingly,  we  suggest  that  the  bill  be  amended  so  that  taxes 
on  property  acquired  under  this  new  policy  will  be  paid  to  local  gov¬ 
ernment.  Or,  at  least,  payments  to  local  government  for  services  to 
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that  property  be  authorized  in  some  way.  We  know  that  many  broad 
questions  must  be  decided  before  a  general  overall  policy  is  achieved 
by  the  Congress.  However,  it  is  always  better  to  do  a  thing  right 
from  the  beginning.  Accordingly,  with  respect  to  property  acquired 
under  this  new  policy,  we  suggest  the  following  amendment : 

Consent  is  hereby  given  to  any  State  or  local  government  to  tax  property 
acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  title  to  which  property  vests  in 
the  United  States  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  act.  Such  property  may  be 
taxed  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  according  to  its  value  as  if 
it  were  privately  owned.  Any  such  tax  shall  be  based  upon  an  assessed  valuation 
which  does  not  represent  a  larger  percentage  of  true  value  than  is  used  by  assess¬ 
ing  authorities  in  valuing  property  generally  for  tax  purposes  within  the  taxing 
jurisdictions. 

Senator  Bush.  You  would  like  to  see  that  made  an  amendment? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Bush.  I  would  certainly  be  in  favor  of  the  principle  of 
the  thing.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  should  like  to  make  several  other  brief  but  im¬ 
portant  points. 

1.  The  title  of  this  bill  should  not  be  lease-purchase  at  all.  It  is 
no  such  thing.  It  is  a  purchase  agreement  that  is  being  entered  into. 
There  are  no  options  in  the  bill  to  allow  the  Federal  Crovernment  to 
lease  or  purchase.  The  authority  contained  in  this  bill  only  applies 
to  property  which  will  eventual^  be  purchased,  not  leased. 

It  is  suggested  that  this  title  be  changed  so  as  to  show  the  bill  in 
its  true  light,  namely,  a  bill  to  allow  the  Federal  Government  to 
purchase  property  on  a  no-money-down  basis. 

Unlike  the  Federal  Government’s  requirements  for  individual  prop¬ 
erty  owners  who,  according  to  Federal  regulations,  must  put  a  size¬ 
able  percentage  of  the  purchase  prise  of  property  into  the  property 
as  a  down  payment,  this  bill  takes  as  its  philosophy  the  fact  that  it  is 
not  good  policy  to  require  down  payments. 

I  suggest  that  this  blows  hot  and  cold  on  the  same  issue.  If  it  is  not 
good  policy  to  require  the  Federal  Government  to  put  up  a  substantial 
down  payment  on  its  real  property  acquisitions,  why  is  it  good  policy 
to  require  individuals  to  do  so,  when  they  purchase  homes  with  FHA- 
insured  and  veterans’  loans  ? 

Senator  Bush.  May  I  interrupt? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  It  seems  to  me  you  are  arguing  against  yourself 
there.  You  want  the  title  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  municipality 
after  25  years  so  it  won’t  be  taken  off  the  tax  rolls.  Now  you  are 
saying  it  ought  to  shift  instantly. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  No.  I  am  throwing  out  various  questions. 

Senator  Bush.  Do  you  see  my  point  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  see  your  point. 

Senator  Bush.  Don’t  you  think  my  point  is  well  taken  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  do. 

2.  This  bill  gives  a  Federal  administrator  power  to  encumber  the 
Federal  Government  for  untold  millions  of  dollars  with  absolutely  no 
congressional  control.  The  General  Services  Administration  Admin¬ 
istrator  does  not  have  to  report  to  the  Congress  his  lease-purchase 
agreements  unless  they  total  over  $50,000  per  year.  In  other  words, 
he  can  make  any  number  of  lease-purchase  agreements  for  $49,000  per 
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year  without  approval  of  the  Congress  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
A  25-year  lease,  for  $49,000  per  year  comes  to  roughly  $1,250,000. 
Does  this  committee  propose  to  allow  a  Federal  administrator  the 
power  to  make  such  leases,  with  no  prior  congressional  approval  ?  If 
so,  how  many  can  he  make  ?  Five,  ten,  a  hundred,  a  thousand  ?  There 
is  no  control  in  this  bill  over  that  matter.  And  testimony  before  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  on  H.  R.  5406,  which  is  practically 
the  same  bill  you  now  have  before  you,  indicated  that  the  Post  Office 
Department  alone  processes  17  leases  per  day. 

Senator  Bush.  But  there  would  be  control  over  the  matter  in  the 
appropriation  bill,  would  there  not  ? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  That  is  the  next  point  I  am  getting  to,  sir. 

3.  This  bill  allows  a  Federal  bureaucrat  to  throw  a  budgetary 
shadow  over  the  appropriations  of  each  and  every  Federal  agency  for 
a  period  as  long  as  25  years.  I  submit  that  this  is  not  good  public 
administration.  The  point  being,  if  he  makes  a  lease  for  $49,000  with 
no  congressional  approval  and  no  approval  by  this  committee,  when 
you  come  up  for  your  appropriations  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  no  objection.  That  is  a  signed  contract  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Congressional  control  has  been  wiped  out  and  disappears. 

Senator  Bush.  There  is  nothing  new  about  that  at  all.  There  are 
lots  of  fixed  expenses  set  up  that  come  before  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees  every  year.  Those  are  fixed,  just  like  the  interest  on  the  public 
debt. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Bush.  There  is  nothing  new  about  that. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  It  is  a  question  of  whether  you  want  to  advocate 
any  more  of  those  rights. 

You  all  know  the  dangers  of  encumbering  departmental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  long  periods  in  advance.  Certainly  this  is  an  abdication 
of  the  right  of  the  Congress  to  decide  for  itself  appropriations  for  the 
various  Federal  agencies.  If  a  large  number  of  these  lesses  are 
signed,  then  you  are  burdening  and  encumbering  your  appropriations 
with  fixed  charges  over  which  the  Congress  has  no  effective  control 
for  as  much  as  a  quarter  of  a  century  in  advance. 

Senator  Bush.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  they  have  now  the  right  to 
lease  up  to  5  years  in  the  Post  Office  Department - 

Senator  Kuchel.  Twenty  in  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Senator  Bush.  Where  is  it  5  years  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  General  Services  Administration. 

Senator  Bush.  Yes.  They  have  the  right  to  lease  up  to  5  years. 
This  is  no  change  in  principle. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  May  I  come  to  No.  6  and  point  out  there  are  no  5- 
or  20-year  leases  in  question.  All  leases  are  30-day  leases.  There  is 
a  30-day  cancellation  clause  in  all  of  the  leases. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Isn’t  it  standard  practice  for  most  of  the  leases  to 
have  that  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  You  cannot  get  anybody  to  sign  a  5-year  lease  and 
put  a  30-day  cancellation  clause  in  there. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Let  us  watch  the  record  a  little  bit.  If  there  is 
any  dispute  on  that  statement  I  would  like  to  have  it  cleared  up  on 
the  record. 
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Mr.  Hamilton.  Coming  back  to  point  No.  4,  Senator,  I  will  read 
that. 

4.  This  bill  does  not  require  the  Administrator  to  seek  prior  ap¬ 
proval  of  these  leases  if  they  are  under  $50,000.  What  about  those 
which  are  over  $50,000?  All  he  has  to  do  is  send  up  his  intention  to 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the  President  of  the  Senate,  and  wait 
30  days.  If  no  refusal  comes  back,  he  can  proceed  with  the  lease, 
signing  for  whatever  amount  he  deems  advisable.  And  since  there  is 
no  provision  in  the  bill  this  notice  to  Congress  has  to  be  sent  up  while 
the  Congress  is  in  session,  we  submit  that  he  can  make  any  number  of 
leases  while  the  Congress  is  not  in  session,  with  no  effective  control 
over  his  actions. 

5.  There  is  the  question  of  whether  or  not  this  bill  is  at  all  neces¬ 
sary.  Is  it  the  plan  to  continue  indefinitely  expanding  the  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government  with  a  consequent  need  for  acquisition  of 
more  and  more  space  for  Government  employees  and  activities  ?  Local 
government  hopes  that  this  is  not  so. 

Senator  Bush.  I  would  like  to  say  right  there  I  do  not  think  this  ^ 
necessarily  applies  to  expanding  activities.  All  buildings  are  wearing 
out  all  of  the  time.  It  is  always  a  question  of  replacement  and  always 
a  question  of  modernization.  I  clo  not  think  that  is  a  very  strong 
point.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  6.  Finally,  there  is  the  question  of  whether  or  not 
this  bill  would  save  any  money  for  the  Federal  Government.  The 
point  has  been  made  here  this  morning  that  the  bill  is  necessary  in 
order  to  prevent  high-price  leases  because  those  who  lease  space  to  the 
Federal  Government  have  no  assurance  that  the  Government  will  re¬ 
main  their  tenant,  so  they  charge  high  annual  rentals  in  order  to  be 
certain  of  making  a  profit.  So,  the  contention  goes,  if  we  allow  the 
renters  to  have  a  25-year  lease  which  they  can  count  on  as  a  sure  thing, 
then  the.  annual  unit  cost  will  be  less.  This  is  sheer  sophistry.  I  am 
certain  that  this  committee  will  not  authorize  any  leases  on  the  part  of 
the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  contain  a  30-day  cancellation 
clause.  This  is  standard  Federal  practice  and  procedure.  Conse¬ 
quently,  we  do  not  have  a  25-year  lease — we  have  a  30-day  lease,  exactly 
the  same  as  we  now  have.  It  is  doubtful,  therefore,  that  any  money 
will  be  saved. 

For  these  reasons  we  suggest  that  this  bill  receive  an  unfavorable  4 
report  by  this  committee. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  try  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have.  Thank 
you  for  your  courtesy.  I  realize  I  took  up  a  good  amount  of  your 
valuable  time,  but  the  issues  were  important  enough  in  our  opinion  to 
warrant  it. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Senator  Bush.  I  do  not  think  I  have  any  more  questions. 

Senator  Kuchel.  All  right.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hamilton. 

So  that  we  may  have  on  the  record  what  the  differences  are  with 
respect  to  the  suggestion  of  the  30-day  cancellation  clause,  is  there 
anyone  here  who  would  want  to  come  forward  on  that  one  point  ?  I 
think  it  is  relatively  important  to  clear  it  up  so  far  as  there  is  any 
haziness  on  it. 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  We  enter  into  leases  beyond  1  year.  One  to  five 
years,  and  5  years  is  the  maximum  in  our  legislation.  That  is  a  firm 
time.  We  do  enter  into  many  leases  that  are  yearly  leases;  and  where 
we  can  and  where  we  think  that  there  may  not  be  a  continuing  de¬ 
mand,  we  attempt  to  get  into  the  lease  a  30-day  cancellation  clause, 
but  we  do  not  rent  for  a  period  of  longer  than  1  year  unless  we  are 
assured  that  there  will  be  a  continuing  demand  for  the  term  of  the 
lease,  and  that  is  drawn  in  the  form  of  a  firm  contract. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Do  I  understand  that  you  resort  to  the  use  of  the 
30-day  cancellation  clause  only  in  those  leases  which  are  not  more 
than  1-year  duration  ? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  right.  It  is  very  often  written  into  a  1-year 
lease,  but  a  lot  of  those  do  not  have  the  clause  because  the  owner  will 
not  rent  with  the  30-day  clause  in  it.  But  where  he  is  agreeable  to  it 
we  will  put  it  in  on  the  short-term  leases. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Bush.  Could  I  ask  him  a  question  off  the  record  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  Senator. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Snyder. 

STATEMENT  OF  CALVIN  K.  SNYDER,  SECRETARY,  REALTORS' 

WASHINGTON  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 

REAL  ESTATE  BOARDS 

Mr.  Snyder.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  purpose  of  saving  time,  if  it 
meets  with  your  approval  I  will  just  file  my  statement  and  speak  for 
just  a  moment  to  2  or  3  of  the  issues. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Fine.  Without  objection,  your  statement  may  be 
included  in  the  record. 

(The  statement  of  Mr.  Snyder  follows:) 

Statement  of  Calvin  K.  Snyder  on  Behalf  of  the  National  Association  of 

Real  Estate  Boards 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Calvin  K.  Snyder,  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Realtors’  Washington  Committee  of  the  National  Association  of 
Real  Estate  Boards.  Our  committee  is  the  legislative  arm  of  the  national 
association.  We  have  boards  located  in  each  of  the  48  States  with  a  total 
membership  in  excess  of  50,000. 

Our  authority  to  offer  testimony  on  S.  2041  is  contained  in  a  resolution  adopted 
by  the  association’s  board  of  directors  at  its  meeting  held  February  3,  1953, 
in  Washington,  D.  C.  The  resolution  reads  as  follows : 

“Increased  ownership  of  real  property  by  the  Federal  Government  is  having 
a  serious  effect  on  local  tax  structures.  We  believe  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  not  continue  to  expand  its  property  ownership  to  the  detriment 
of  homeowners  and  others  who  must  bear  the  increased  burden  resulting  from 
this  constant  removal  of  property  from  the  tax  rolls. 

“We  therefore  urge  support  of  legislation  which  will  provide,  with  certain 
exceptions  such  as  nonincome  producing  public  lands,  for  the  local  taxation  of 
properties  owned  by  the  Federal  Government.” 

Our  association  is  keenly  interested  in  any  type  of  legislation  which  will 
improve  Government  administration,  reduce  Federal  expenditures,  and  invest 
more  authority  and  responsibility  in  State  and  local  governments.  However,, 
we  should  like  to  call  the  committee’s  attention  to  several  provisions  of  S.  2041 


84 


AMENDING  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  194  9 


that  set  new  precedents  and  might  have  far-reaching  impact  upon  the  financial 
picture  of  local  governments. 

The  American  Municipal  Association,  whose  membership  comprises  mayors 
and  municipal  officials  of  both  large  and  small  communities  throughout  the 
Nation,  estimates  that  more  than  70  percent  of  tax  revenues  are  obtained  from 
real  estate.  In  other  words,  the  police  department,  fire  department,  sewerage 
and  sanitation,  schools  and  other  housekeeping  necessities  of  municipal  opera¬ 
tion  obtain  more  than  two-thirds  of  their  budgets  from  real-estate  taxes. 

We  view  with  increasing  concern  the  trend  toward  removing  property  from 
local  tax  rolls  by  reason  of  Federal  ownership.  The  Bureau  of  Census  in  its 
report,  Governmental  Debt  in  1952,  states  that  governmental  debt  as  of  June 
30,  1952,  for  cities  was  $12,437,000,000  and  total  indebtedness  for  local  govern¬ 
ments  reached  a  new  record  level  of  $22,600,000,000.  The  report  states,  “This 
compares  with  the  total  of  $16.7  billion  reported  for  1932  and  1940.” 

The  Tax  Foundations,  based  upon  data  of  the  United  States  Commerce 
Department,  tells  us  that  expenditures  by  local  governments  in  1952  were 
$10,800,000,000.  Tax  receipts  in  the  same  year  were  $9,400,000,000.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  approximately  the  same  relative  deficit  position  will  exist  in  expendi¬ 
tures  and  receipts  for  1953. 

In  Executive  Communication  No.  722,  dated  August  16,  1951,  in  respect  to 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  F.  J.  Lawton,  then  Director  of  the  Bui-eau  of  the 
Budget,  wrote: 

“Local  governments  depend  upon  property  taxation  for  more  than  half  of 
their  total  revenues,  so  that  they  are  particularly  concerned  when  the  Federal 
Government  acquires  real  estate  and  thereby  removes  it  from  the  property 
tax  base  while  at  the  same  time  activities  on  or  associated  with  the  Federal 
property  may  impose  seiwiee  burdens  upon  these  local  governments.” 

May  we  say  at  the  outset  that  we  are  not  questioning  the  objective  of  S.  2041 
in  authorizing  an  agency  of  the  Fedei’al  Government  to  acquire  title  to  real 
propei'ty.  We  do  believe,  however,  that  extensive  study  should  be  given  to  the 
precedent  being  established  by  this  bill  in  acquiring  such  property  and  the  local 
loss  of  income  which  will  be  suffered  as  the  result  of  Federal  ownership. 

In  the  first  place,  what  is  the  actual  need  for  the  provisions  of  S.  2041?  We 
have  read  Senate  Report  318,  accompanying  S.  690,  which  sought  to  achieve 
comparable  objectives  to  those  of  S.  2041.  We  have  studied  House  measures 
including  the  omnibus  measure  just  approved  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  H.  R.  6342.  We  have  studied  the  testimony  which  was  offered 
last  year  on  similar  legislation.  We  find  several  reasons  being  advanced  by 
spokesmen  for  the  Federal  agencies  justifying  the  need  for  S.  2041  and  related 
measures,  about  as  follows  : 

1.  That  the  Federal  Government  is  tired  of  paying  rent  to  private  owners  for 
space  it  occupies  and  that  S.  2041  and  comparable  measures  would  provide  the 
vehicle  for  Federal  agencies  to  acquire  homes  of  their  own  and  pay  for  them 
like  rent. 

2.  The  restrictive  provisions  of  section  4  of  the  Federal  Propei’ty  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act,  as  amended  June  14,  1946,  and  section  407  of  the  same 
act,  as  amended  June  16,  1949,  confines  leased  space  to  be  occupied  by  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  agency  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  a  period  of  5  years,  or 
if  in  the  District,  to  a  period  of  1  year.  The  contention  is  that  private  industry 
cannot  pi’ovide  sufficient  public  buildings  on  the  short-lease  periods  and  there¬ 
fore  the  8-  to  25-year  lease-purchase  proposal  is  offered  as  a  special  inducement, 
with  the  Federal  Government  taking  title  in  accordance  with  a  purchase  agree¬ 
ment  with  a  term  of  not  less  than  8  years  or  more  than  25  years  after  its  signing. 

Our  association  strongly  advocates  homeownership,  and  if  it  is  desirable  for  a 
Federal  agency  to  own  a  home  of  its  own  it  certainly  has  our  blessing — provided 
that  it  assumes  the  responsibility  of  homeownership  comparable  to  that  of  other 
property  owners. 

In  other  words,  a  homeowner  pays  real  estate  taxes  to  maintain  the  schools, 
police  and  fire  department,  and  other  segments  of  municipal  operation.  We 
recognize  the  standard  arguments  against  ad  valorem  taxes  assessed  against 
the  Federal  Government.  However,  we  respectfully  submit  that  if  ownership 
of  Federal  property  is  acquired  under  the  pi-ovisions  of  S.  2041,  or  similar  legis¬ 
lation,  and  the  property  requires  services  such  as  police,  fire,  sewerage,  water, 
safety,  schools,  etc.,  then  payment  for  such  services  should  be  made  to  the 
local  community  equal  to  what  the  tax  would  be.  This  is  what  we  mean  by  the 
responsibilities  of  homeownership. 
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We  asked  our  local  real-estate  boards  in  40  cities  and  counties  located  in  27 
States  to  ascertain  how  much  tax  revenue  their  cities  would  receive  if  tax- 
exempt  federally  owned  real  property  were  privately  owned.  They  were  asked 
specifically  to  exclude  Federal  court  buildings,  National  Guard  armories,  and 
post-office  buildings.  Twenty-three  of  the  reporting  cities  and  counties  reported 
tax  losses  of  more  than  $100,000  annually  and  5  of  these  cities  reported  tax 
losses  of  more  than  $1  million  annually. 

More  than  half  of  the  reports  listed  military  installations  as  being  among  the 
major  tax  burdens.  In  some  instances  local  taxing  officials  supplied  the  re¬ 
quested  data.  They  are  marked  on  the  attached  list  with  a  single  asterisk. 
Other  reports  were  made  by  local  real-estate  board  officials  after  consultation 
with  local  taxing  officials  and  public-housing  authorities. 

Melville  Southard  in  the  spring  of  1953  issue  of  the  Record,  official  publication 
of  the  Real  Estate  Board  of  New  York,  Inc.,  reports : 

“The  assessed  valuation  of  New  York  City  real  property  which  is  exempt  from 
real-estate  taxes  reached  the  staggering  amount  of  $7,000,255,000  for  the  tax 
year  1952-53.  This  is  26.5  percent  of  the  total  final  assessment  roll  of  $26,425,- 
714,805  and  unless  the  trend  is  halted,  exemptions  may  be  the  straw  which  breaks 
the  financial  back  of  the  city.  *  *  *” 

Mr.  Southard  lists  the  United  States  Government  as  owning  $351,634,500  of 
assessed  valuation  of  exempt  property  for  the  tax  year  1952-53,  in  New  York 
City  alone. 

We  hesitate  to  recommend  use  of  the  term  “in  lieu”  payments  of  taxes  on  the 
property  to  be  acquired  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  reason  is  that  Public 
Law  171  of  the  81st  Congress  provides  that  payments  up  to  10  percent  of  the 
net  shelter  rent  of  public-housing  projects  may  be  paid  in  lieu  of  taxes  to  a  local 
community.  Of  course,  the  in-lieu  payments  vary  from  city  to  city.  Here  are 
specific  examples:  In  Louisville,  Ky„  if  the  present  public-housing  projects  were 
privately  owned  they  would  be  taxed  in  the  amount  of  $418,581.  They  pay  in 
lieu  of  taxes  only  $83,242  annually,  resulting  in  a  tax  loss  to  the  city  of  Louis¬ 
ville  of  $335,339.  The  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco  report  a  loss  of  $264,408.49 
from  public  housing  alone.  Denver,  Colo.,  has  a  net  loss  of  $240,450;  Birming¬ 
ham,  Ala.,  $233,562.70. 

Now  as  to  the  new  precedent  to  be  established  by  the  Congress  if  S.  2041 
and/or  comparable  legislation  is  approved.  S.  2041  provides  that  the  General 
Service  Administrator  is  authorized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommo¬ 
dation  of  activities  of  the  Government  both  in  and  outside  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  including,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Postmaster  General,  activities 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  by  negotiating  and  entering  into  purchase  con¬ 
tracts.  The  terms  of  the  contract  shall  not  be  less  than  8  years  nor  more  than 
25  years  and  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the 
United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  contract  term  and  upon  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in  each  contract. 

This  means  that  the  Federal  Government  would  be  required  to  take  title  to 
every  piece  of  property  involved  in  the  program  outlined  on  page  2  of  S.  2941, 
lines  17  through  23.  Why  shouldn’t  this  be  left  flexible  so  that  the  Government 
could  purchase  or  lease,  whichever  would  be  more  advantageous  to  the  Federal 
Government.  We  doubt  very  much  if  the  terms  of  amortization  of  a  contract 
were  extended  as  long  as  25  years  that  the  builder  would  object  to  retaining 
title  to  the  property.  Certainly  the  Federal  Government  should  not  be  forced 
into  purchasing  every  one  of  these  properties. 

One  of  the  most  fundamental  reasons  why  consideration  should  be  given  to 
S.  2041  upon  established  precedents  is  the  very  fact  that  present  statutes — with 
one  exception — which  provide  for  strict  congressional  control  over  property  ac¬ 
quisition  by  Federal  agencies  are  specifically  set  aside.  The  exception  is  found 
on  page  6,  lines  5  through  15:  “Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection”  (which  retains  provision  for  advertising  for  bids  on  public  con¬ 
tracts).  The  remainder  of  the  provision  sets  aside  the  whole  series  of  laws 
built  up  over  a  period  of  time  to  protect  the  public  interest  through  specific 
congressional  scrutiny. 

Sections  3734  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  provide  that  no 
money  shall  be  paid,  nor  contracts  made,  for  payment  for  any  site  for  a  public 
building,  or  for  the  erection,  repair  or  furnishing  of  any  public  building,  in 
excess  of  a  specific  appropriation. 

Section  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  to  the  effect  that  there  shall  be  no 
purchase  of  land  for  the  United  States  without  specific  congressional  authoriza¬ 
tion. 
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In  case  any  other  provision  of  law  would  require  specific  approval  by  the 
Congress  of  a  project,  it  is  set  aside  by  the  language  on  lines  11  through  13  on 
page  0:  “and  any  other  provision  of  law,  relating  to  the  acquisition  of  real 
property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  lease- 
purchase  agreements  executed  under  this  act.” 

We  commend  the  intent  of  the  proviso  on  page  4,  lines  13  through  18,  for 
prior  committee  approval  of  purchase  contracts  by  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministrator.  We  understand  its  intent  is  to  give  some  congressional  scrutiny 
to  the  use  of  the  unprecedented  powers  granted  to  GSA  in  the  bill.  We  re¬ 
spectfully  suggest,  however,  that  it  would  be  better  to  have  these  contracts 
approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  House 
and  Senate,  and  by  the  full  Congress  itself,  rather  than  to  leave  this  responsi¬ 
bility  to  single  committees  of  the  Congress.  The  delegation  of  this  broad  au¬ 
thority  to  a  committee  of  the  Congress  might  subject  that  committee  to  politiical 
and  other  pressures  of  tremendous  magnitude. 

How  extensive  this  responsibility  may  be  can  be  found  on  page  2  of  the  report 
accompanying  H.  It.  5406  under  the  subheading  “Purposes  of  the  bill,”  which 
states  that  “sites  acquired,  and  plans  and  specifications  prepared  as  a  result  of 
the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  could  be  utilized  under  the  provisions  of  H.  R. 
5406.” 

If  I  may  direct  your  attention  to  page  285  of  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
1954,  you  will  find  reference  to  a  total  authorization  of  $40  million  for  sites, 
drawings,  and  specifications  prepared  for  future  construction  of  public  building^ 
projects.  Referring  to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  program,  it  states  that,  “Acquisi¬ 
tion  of  415  sites  was  authorized  under  the  original  program.  As  of  June  30, 
1952,  67  sites  had  been  acquired  and  commitments  made  for  35  additional  sites. 
The  program  contemplates  (1)  acquisition  of  3  additional  sites  in  fiscal  1953  and 
2  in  fiscal  1954,  leaving  308  sites  for  future  consideration,  and  (2)  completion 
of  design  of  14  high-priority  projects,  leaving  446  for  future  determination.” 
And  this  is  but  the  start  of  the  program.  Even  if  only  a  portion  of  the  sites 
were  developed  under  the  proposed  bill,  it  would  be  truly  a  sizable  responsibility 
to  be  delegated  to  a  congressional  committee. 

Now,  what  about  the  costs  of  this  program?  Little  or  nothing  has  been 
said  about  that  up  to  the  present  time.  May  I  again  refer  you  to  the  United 
States  Government  Budget  for  fiscal  1954.  On  page  273,  under  a  subheading 
“Program  and  performance,”  note  that  “Repairs,  renovations,  and  improvements 
are  made  to  5,445  federally  owned  buildings  outside  the  District  of  Columbia 
which  were  acquired  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $1  billion  and  contain  over 
104  million  gross  square  feet  of  space.”  Since  it  is  contended  by  GSA  officials 
that  there  has  been  no  public  buildings  construction  since  and  during  World 
War  II,  we  must  assume  that  the  104  million  gross  square  feet  of  floor  space 
mentioned  above  were  acquired  prior  to  the  war  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $10 
a  square  foot.  Presumably,  then,  since  it  was  acquired  in  that  period,  this  space 
was  put  in  place  when  construction  costs  were  about  half  as  much.  Using  this 
same  yardstick,  we  can  expect  new  construction  costs  to  be  about  $20  per  gross 
square  foot. 

Now,  let’s  take  a  specific  example  of  housing  a  Federal  agency.  GSA,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  budget,  has  approximately  26.000  employees.  It  is  estimated  that1 
each  employee  for  office  space  should  have  approximately  103  square  feet  of 
space  (budget,  p.  270).  Following  these  figures  through,  it  would  cost  approxi¬ 
mately  $52  million  to  house  GSA  alone.  This  illustration  will  serve  to  give 
an  inkling  of  the  potential  cost  for  which  a  committee  of  the  Congress,  under 
provisions  of  S.  2041.  would  be  responsible  and  not  the  Congress  itself. 

We  have  reason  to  believe  that  H.  R.  6342,  which  was  reported  by  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee,  if  and  when  it  is  approved  by  the  House,  may  be 
referred  to  this  committee  because  of  its  origin.  H.  R.  6342  has  a  number  of 
comparable  provisions  to  those  of  S.  2041.  However,  instead  of  referring  it  to 
an  appropriate  committee  of  Congress  for  the  approval  of  all  contracts,  it  merely 
Tefers  to  the  Vice  President  and  the  Speaker,  contracts  in  excess  of  $50,000  per 
year.  This  in  itself  is  quite  a  joker,  because  $50,000  a  year  over  a  25-year  con¬ 
tract  is  a  $1,250,000  project.  In  other  words,  this  provision  means  that  anv 
project  costing  less  than  $1,250,000  would  not  even  have  to  be  submitted  to  any 
committee  of  Congress.  Incidentally,  the  House  provision  does  not  require 
approval  of  a  congressional  committee  but  merely  that  it  be  referred  to  the 
committee. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  S.  2041  permits  the  GSA  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  by  this  measure  with  respect  to  existing 


AMENDING  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949 


87 


properties  as  well  as  surplus  property.  It  authorizes  the  Administrator  to 
bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  owned  by  the  United 
States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  including 
the  “demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon.” 

This  provision  also  authorizes  the  Administrator  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  “any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity  to 
effectuate  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section Conceivably,  the  Administrator 
by  this  provision  could  have  property  transferred  to  him  that  may  have  been 
acquired  under  the  public  housing  section  or  under  the  urban  redevelopment 
section  of  Public  Law  171.  Once  it  is  controlled  by  GSA  he  could  effect  “the 
demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon.”  These  and 
other  loopholes  need  clarification. 

We  doubt  the  wisdom  of  enacting  the  legislation  such  as  S.  2041  at  the  present 
time  in  view  of  these  facts: 

1.  It  is  hoped  by  all  that  continued  expansion  of  Federal  Government  will  not 
be  carried  on  indefinitely.  This  measure  seems  to  provide  for  expansion  rather 
than  contraction. 

2.  Erosion  of  the  tax  base  of  local  communities  by  Federal  property  acquisition 
is  now  presenting  such  a  serious  threat  to  the  independence  of  local  governments 
that  a  Presidential  Commission  and  several  committees  of  Congress  are  working 
on  the  problem.  Further  erosion  should  be  stopped  or  at  least  minimized  by  a 
Congress  looking  to  the  perpetuation  of  truly  local  self-government. 

3.  There  is  no  exact  knowledge  inside  or  outside  the  Federal  Government  of 
the  complete  property  holdings  of  the  Government  at  the  present  time.  S.  2041 
provides  that  existing  properties,  plus  surplus  properties,  plus  the  sites  and  all 
facilities  under  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949,  plus  the  properties  under  the 
control  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  are  to  be  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  bill.  Until  a  complete  inventory  is  established  and  a  thorough 
study  conducted,  there  is  no  way  of  knowing  whether  properties  already  held  by 
the  Government  are  being  utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  and  in  the  wisest  possible 
manner. 

One  approach  to  finding  out  what  properties  are  held  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  whether  they  are  being  properly  utilized  would  be  to  set  up  a  special 
joint  committee  of  the  Public  Works  and  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tees.  This  committee  could  then  supervise  the  carrying  out  of  a  real  property 
inventory  by  a  competent  technical  staff.  Cooperation  of  the  various  Federal 
agencies  could  be  enlisted.  One  task  force  could  list  the  properties.  A  second 
could  audit  the  properties  from  the  standpoint  of  such  standards  as — 

1.  Need  for  the  property ; 

2.  Whether  it  is  being  utilized  efficiently; 

3.  What  property  should  be  shifted  from  one  agency  to  another  in  the 
public  interest ;  and 

4.  What  property  should  be  recommended  for  disposal  to  taxpaying 
ownership. 

Once  the  inventory  is  established  the  necessary  mechanics  could  be  set  up  in 
the  General  Accounting  Office  or  elsewhere  to  keep  it  up  to  date.  All  changes 
in  property  acquisition,  disposal,  and  shifting  between  agencies  would  have  to  be 
reported  promptly  to  the  staff  charged  with  the  integrity  of  the  inventory. 

If,  notwithstanding  these  facts,  the  Congress  decides  to  enact  a  bill  such  as 

S.  2041,  we  believe  that  there  are  three  cardinal  principles  that  must  be  followed 
if  the  public  interest  is  to  be  protected : 

1.  The  bill  should  embody  an  unequivocal  requirement  for  prior  budget  and 
congressional  approval  of  all  contracts  entered  into— 

(a)  For  original  leases,  and 

(&)  For  the  exercising  of  purchase  options  to  acquire  title  to  the  proper¬ 
ties  concerned. 

2.  The  bill  should  not  provide  for  mandatory  acquisition  of  title  by  the  Federal 
Government  of  all  the  properties  involved.  An  option  to  purchase  at  a  future 
time  might  be  included  in  the  original  contracts.  The  exercise  of  that  option 
to  purchase,  we  believe,  should  be  permissive  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  light  of  the  situation  at  the  time  the  option  is  exercised,  and  only 
after  direct  prior  approval  by  the  Congress  of  the  permanent  acquisition. 

3.  In  the  case  of  properties  vested  in  the  Federal  Government  under  the  bill, 
proper  provision  should  be  made  regarding  payment  of  fair  service  charges 
to  the  local  community  for  services  rendered. 

We  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  presenting  the  views  of  our  association. 
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Estimates  of  local  tax  losses  per  year  due  to  Federal  ownership  of  real  property 


Taxes  that 
would  be 
collected  if 
property 
were  pri¬ 
vately  owned 

Payments 
in  lien  of 
taxes 

Tax  losses 

$608,  746.  00 

$96,021.30 
20.  579.  00 

$512,  724.70 

120,  000.  00 

99,  421.00 

500,  000.  00 
135,  000.  00 

21, 874.  56 
10,  707. 00 

478, 125. 44 
124.293.00 

Greater  Little  Rock,  Ark _  _ _ _ 

31, 130.  80 

19,  578. 13 
244,  434.  51 

11,552. 67 

4, 179,  451.00 
327,  000.  00 

3,  935, 016. 49 
240,  450. 00 
68,  010.  31 
358,  315.  46 

86,  550.  00 

93, 383.  28 
421,  942. 37 

25, 372.  97 
63,  626.  91 

Atlanta,  Ga.  (public  housing  only)1 . . . . . 

81,274.41 

12, 395. 23 

68, 879. 18 
137, 128. 00 

137, 128. 00 

500,  000.  00 

21,  500. 00 
11,080.  60 

478.  500. 00 

Burlington,  Iowa  (public  housing  onlv) _ 

77,  840.  77 

66,  760. 17 

537,  831. 00 

83,  242. 00 
19, 280. 10 

454,  589.  00 

8,  400,  000. 00 
263,  014.  00 

8, 380,  719. 90 
263, 014. 00 
1, 333. 00 

Chelsea,  Mass,  (does  not  include  public  housing)1 _ 

1, 333. 00 

64,  000.  00 
280,  717.  00 
76,  729.  50 
2,943,921.60 
92,  217.  83 

13,  000.  00 

51, 000.  OO 
256, 217. 00 
76,  729.  50 

24, 500. 00 

37. 890.  26 

2,  906,  031.34 

92, 217. 83 

Buncombe  County,  N.  C _  _ 

26, 000. 00 
164,  545.  24 
36,  730.  00 

2, 000. 00 

24, 000. 00 

Cuyahoga  County,  Ohio  (does  not  include  public  housing) _ 

Akron,  Ohio  (public  housing  only') . . . . . 

164,  545.  24 
10,  123.00 

26, 607. 00 

537, 361. 00 
169, 750. 00 
134, 045.45 
972, 068.  00 
40, 000. 00 
143, 951. 83 
253,  736. 00 
4, 860, 000. 00 
185, 706. 40 
6, 405, 093. 87 
513, 312. 00 
665.  485.  57 

13,000.00 
8, 990.  95 
38,  000.  00 

524,361.00 
160,  759. 05 

Harrisburg,  Pa.  (public  housing  onlv) _ 

96,  045.  45 

Newport,  Middletown,  Portsmouth,  R.  I__ . . . . 

34,681.00 
25, 130. 01 
61, 581.  25 

937, 387. 00 
14,  869. 99 

Dalias,  Tex _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

82|  370. 58 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  _ _ _ 

253,  736. 00 

Norfolk,  Va.  (does  not  include  public  housing) _ _ 

4, 860, 000. 00 

185,  706. 40 

King  County  (Seattle),  Wash.1 . . . 

430, 978. 87 
180, 000. 00 
71,302.58 
4,340.00 

5, 974,115.00 
333,312. 00 

Vancouver,  Wash _ _ _ _ 

694, 182. 99 

Huntington,  W.  Va _ _ _ 

34, 090. 00 

29, 750.  OO 

1  Information  compiled  by  local  tax  official. 

*  Information  compiled  by  certified  public  accountants. 

Information  for  all  others  compiled  by  local  real  estate  board  after  consultation  with  local  tax  officials. 

Mr.  Snyder.  To  identify  myself,  I  am  Calvin  K.  Snyder,  secretary 
of  the  Realtors’  Washington  Committee  of  the  National  Association 
of  Real  Estate  Boards.  Our  committee  is  the  legislative  arm  of  the 
national  association.  We  have  boards  located  in  each  of  the  48  States 
with  a  total  membership  in  excess  of  50,000.  i 

Our  authority  to  offer  testimony  on  S.  2041  is  contained  in  a  resolu¬ 
tion  adopted  by  the  association’s  board  of  directors  at  its  meeting  held 
February  3, 1953,  in  Washington,  D.  C. 

The  resolution  is  part  of  the  statement  I  have  filed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  the  real  issue  our  association  wishes  to 
raise  concerning  S.  2041 — I  should  like  to  speak  to  the  bill  which  is 
before  the  committee,  and  onty  incidentally  to  the  other  bills  which 
have  been  discussed  here  this  morning — is  the  issue  of  this  problem  of 
removing  properties  from  local  tax  rolls. 

Attached  to  my  statement,  at  the  very  back  of  it,  is  a  survey  we  have 
just  completed  through  our  research  department  in  cooperation  with 
our  local  real  estate  boards  in  some  40  cities  in  23  or  27  States,  I  believe 
it  is.  It  indicates  the  amount  of  tax  losses  which  are  occurring,  from 
the  best  information  available  to  us,  through  tax  assessors  in  each  of 
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these  local  communities,  as  a  result  of  federally  owned  property  which 
has  been  exempted  from  the  tax  rolls. 

In  all  fairness  I  should  point  out  that  approximately  half  of  this 
tax-exemption  issue  is  directly  related  to  the  military,  insofar  as  our 
survey  is  concerned.  The  remainder  of  it  is  Federal  properties  that 
are  presently  owned  by  the  Federal  Government,  or  operated  and 
controlled  by  the  Federal  Government  that  are  not  related  to  defense, 
and  which  are  removed  from  the  local  tax  rolls  by  reason  of  the  tax- 
exempt  provisions. 

Senator  Bush.  You  might  say  one-half  of  it  is  normal.  That  is 
just  a  normal  expectancy  from  here  on. 

Mr.  Snyder.  I  would  say  that  is  a  fair  assumption,  Senator;  yes, 
sir.  The  basis  for  tax  exemption  of  property  owned  by  the  Federal 
Government,  dating  way  back  to  when  it  first  occurred  or  started  to 
occur  many,  many  years  ago,  I  believe  was  due  to  the  fact  that  it  was 
not  fair  to  assess  ad  valorem  taxes  on  property  owned  by  the  Federal 
Government  because  the  people  actually  would  be  assessing  a  tax  on 
themselves. 

However,  at  that  time  we  did  not  have  the  scope  of  ownership  by 
the  Federal  Government  of  these  properties  in  the  local  communities 
that  we  do  today.  F or  example,  just  in  New  York  City  alone,  which  is 
a  tremendously  large  city  as  we  all  know,  as  part  of  my  statement 
here  I  have  a  reference  made  to  a  report  by  Mr.  Melville  Southard 
found  in  the  spring  1953  issue  of  the  Record,  which  is  the  official 
publication  of  the  Real  Estate  Board  of  New  York.  He  reports  the 
assessed  valuation  of  New  York  City  real  property  which  is  exempt 
from  real-estate  taxes  reached  the  staggering  amount  of  $7,000,255,000. 

Senator  Bush.  That  takes  care  of  all  types  of  taxes?  Charitable 
tax  exemption  of  all  kinds  ? 

Mr.  Snyder.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Bush.  Not  just  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Snyder.  That  is  correct.  But  he  does  identify  that  the  United 
States  Government  does  own  $351,634,500  of  assessed  valuation  of 
tax-exempt  property  for  the  tax  year  1952-43  in  New  York  City  alone. 

Senator  Bush.  $351  million? 

Mr.  Snyder.  Yes. 

Senator  Bush.  That  is  not  in  your  tabulation,  thought  ? 

Mr.  Snyder.  Because  when  we  received  that  tabulation  we  did  not 
have  it  specifically  identified,  and  I  gathered  this  after  I  completed 
the  tabulation.  I  think  it  is  rather  basic  that  the  committee  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  fact  of  not  rushing  this  legislation  through  at  a  time 
when  the  Presidential  Commission  for  the  Study  of  the  Interrelation¬ 
ship  of  Tax  Problems  of  State,  Federal,  and  Local  Governments, 
and  several  committees  of  the  Congress,  are  engaging  themselves  in  a 
study  of  tax  issues  as  they  relate  to  the  local  community  and  the  in¬ 
creased  tax  burden  of  the  local  community. 

I  have  in  my  statement  an  analysis  of  2  or  3  studies  that  have  been 
made;  one  by  the  Tax  Foundation,  and  another  taken  directly  from 
the  United  States  Commerce  Department,  that  shows  the  relative 
deficit  tax  position,  or  relative  deficit  operating  position  of  the  local 
communities  as  a  whole  throughout  the  United  States. 

It  is  anticipated  that  that  same  relative  deficit  position  of  better 
than  $1.4  billion  will  continue  for  the  1952-53  year.  I  also  recognize 
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the  fact  that  the  Federal  Government  is  operating  under  a  serious 
deficit  problem.  So  this  is  not  an  issue,  I  believe,  that  can  be  resolved 
simply  by  passing  legislation  that  will  contribute  to  the  problem  of 
tax  exemption  of  local  properties  where  they  are  owned  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

If  it  is  decided,  however,  that  the  Congress  is  going  to  act  on  this 
issue,  I  believe  some  provision  should  be  set  up  in  the  legislation  to 
provide  for  a  service  fee  that  could  be  paid  to  a  local  community  if  the 
ad  valorem  problem  has  not  been  resolved;  and  that  that  service  fee 
would  be  equal  to  or  commensurate  with  the  services  required  by  that 
new  Federal  building  to  be  imposed  on  that  locality  on  some  pro¬ 
rated  basis  with  comparable  privately  owned  dwellings,  and  compared 
to  the  taxes  that  they  pay. 

We  know  the  school  situation  in  our  communities  is  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem;  and  as  more  and  more  of  these  federally  tax-exempt  buildings 
are  imposed  upon  a  local  community,  then  obviously  it  is  going  to 
impose  more  and  more  burden  on  the  school  situation. 

Senator  Bush.  Let  me  ask  you  this  question :  If  the  bill  provided  J 
no  property  removed  from  the  tax  rules  under  this  legislation  would  * 
become  tax  exempt,  would  all  of  your  objections  vanish? 

Mr.  Snyder.  They  would. 

Senator  Bush.  I  think  we  have  heard  enough  from  him. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Thank  you  very  much.  Do  you  have  anything 
else? 

Mr.  Snyder.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you  very  much.  The  committee  will  go 
into  executive  session. 

(Whereupon,  at  11 : 59  a.  m.,  the  subcommittee  went  into  execu¬ 
tive  session,  and  the  hearing  was  concluded. ) 

X 
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S.  690 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  29, 1953 

Mr.  McCarthy  (for  himself,  Mr.  McClellan,  Mr.  Holy,  Mr.  Mundt,  Mrs. 
Smith  of  Maine,  Mr.  Dworshak,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Butler  of  Mary¬ 
land,  and  Mr.  Potter)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read 
twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 


To  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  to 
provide  for  the  lease  to  the  United  States  of  real  property 
and  structures  for  terms  of  more  than  eight  years  but  not  in 
excess  of  twenty-five  years  and  for  acquisition  of  title  to  such 
properties  and  structures  by  the  United  States  at  or  before 
the  expiration  of  the  lease  terms,  and  for  other  purposes. 


1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Ilepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  hi  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 

4  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by — 

5  (a)  redesignating  sections  211  and  212  thereof  as 


I 
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1  sections  212  and  213,  respectively,  and  wherever  such 

2  section  numbers  appear  in  such  Act  as  amended,  they 

3  are  amended  to  conform  to  redesignation  prescribed  by 

4  this  subsection ; 

5  (b)  inserting  in  the  table  of  contents  appearing  in 

6  the  first  section  of  such  Act  as  amended,  immediately 

7  after  the  line  in  which  “See.  210”  appears,  the  following: 
“Sec.  211.  Lease-purchase  agreements.”;  and 

8  (c)  inserting,  immediately  after  section  210  of  the 

9  Act  as  amended,  the  following  new  section : 

10  “LEASE-PURCHASE  AGREEMENTS 

11  “Sec.  211.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  determines 

12  that  ( I )  the  needs  for  space  for  the  permanent  activities 

13  of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  particular  area  cannot 

14  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable 

15  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government  and  (2) 
1G  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  he  served  by 

17  taking  action  hereunder,  lie  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain 

18  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 

19  Government,  both  in  and  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 

20  within  the  continental  limits  of  the  United  States,  including, 

21  with  the  approval  of  the  Postmaster  General,  activities  of  the 

22  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into 

23  lease-purchase  agreements  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be 

24  less  than  eight  or  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which 
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shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property  shall 
vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and 
conditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments.  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision 
for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein 
of  rental  payments  made  thereunder. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  prop¬ 
erties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions,  ex¬ 
tensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase 
agreements. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 
other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 
about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  owned 
by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General 
Services  Administration,  including  the  demolition  of  obsolete 
and  outmoded  structures  situate  thereon,  by  providing  for 
the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  lease- 
purchase  agreement. 
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“(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include 
such  provisions  as  the  Administrator,  in  his  discretion,  shall 
deem  to  he  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  and  ap¬ 
propriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations  im¬ 
posed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such 
agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided,  That  no  such 
agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the  United 
States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys  in  an 
aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the 
appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the 
lease-purchase  agreement,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date,  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date 
of  completion  of  such  construction. 

“(e)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  he 
executed  under  this  section  until  it  has  been  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

“(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or 
to  any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by 
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said  Administration  for  such  purposes,  may  be  utilized  by 
the  Administrator  to  make  payments  becoming  due  from 
time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current  charges  in 
connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under  authority  of 
this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended 
for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such 
agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  lease-hold  term 
specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase 
or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of 
funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are  hereby 
authorized. 

“(g)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  this  Act  and  section 
355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  IT.  S.  0.  175) , 
shall  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed  under 
this  Act,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  executed 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1),  sections 
3734  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40 
U.  S.  O.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
March  3,  1877  (19  Sta t.  370;  40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  section  4 
of  the  Act  of  June  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  257,  as  amended;  40 
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1  U.  S.  C.  304c)  ;  section  407  of  the  Act  of  June  16,  1949 

2  (63  Stat.  199;  40  U.  S.  0.  Supp.  37a)  ;  and  any  other 

3  provision  of  law  relating  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property, 

4  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply - 

5  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed  under  this  Act. 

6  “(h)  This  section  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Lease- 

7  Purchase  Act  of  1951’.” 
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83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  2250 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

J ANTJARY  29,  1953 

Mr.  Elliott  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  to 
provide  for  the  lease  to  the  United  States  of  real  property 
and  structures  for  terms  of  more  than  five  years  but  not  in 
excess  of  twenty-five  years  and  for  acquisition  of  title  to  such 
properties  and  structures  by  the  United  States  at  or  before 
the  expiration  of  the  lease  terms,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 

4  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by — 

5  (a)  redesignating  sections  211  and  212  thereof  as 

6  sections  212  and  213,  respectively,  and  wherever  such 
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section  numbers  appear  in  such  Act  as  amended,  they 
are  amended  to  conform  to  redesignation  prescribed  by 
this  subsection ; 

(b)  inserting  in  the  table  of  contents  appearing  in 
the  first  section  of  such  Act  as  amended,  immediately 
after  the  line  in  which  “Sec.  210”  appears,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“Sec.  211.  Lease-purchase  agreements.”  ;  and 

(c)  inserting,  immediately  after  section  210  of  the  ( 
Act  as  amended,  the  following  new  section: 

“lease-purchase  agreements 
“Sec.  211.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  determines 
that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the  activities  of  the  Federal 
Government,  except  for  such  needs  of  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  as  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  meet, 
in  any  particular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of 

I 

any  existing  property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by 
the  Government,  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is 
hereby  authorized,  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Act  of  June  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  257),  as 
amended,  section  407  of  the  Act  of  June  16,  1949  (63 
Stat.  199) ,  as  amended,  or  any  other  provision  of  law  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  construction  of  build¬ 
ings,  or  leasing  of  space,  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the 
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accommodation  of  activities  of  the  Government,  both  in  and 
outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  in  the  Territories  and 
possessions  of  the  United  States,  including,  with  the  approval 
of  the  Postmaster  General,  activities  of  the  Post  Office 
Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into  lease-purchase 
agreements  the  terms  of  which  may  exceed  five  years  but 
shall  not  exceed  twenty-five  years  and  which  shall  provide 
in  each  case  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  by  the 
United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  leasehold 
term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions 
stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  prop¬ 
erties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions,  ex¬ 
tensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties  upon 
which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursu¬ 
ance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agreements. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 
other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring  about 
the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  owned  by  the 
United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General  Services 
Administration,  including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and 
outmoded  structures  situate  thereon,  by  providing  for  the 
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construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and  facili¬ 
ties  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  lease-purchase 
agreement. 

“(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include 
such  provisions  as  the  Administrator,  in  his  discretion,  shall 
deem  to  he  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  and 
appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations 
imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such 
agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided,  That  no  such 
agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  United  States 
in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys  in  an  aggregate 
annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where  construction  shall  not 
have  been  completed  at  that  date,  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date  of  completion  of  such 
construction. 

“(e)  Eunds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appropri¬ 
ated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or  to 
any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the 
Administrator  to  make  payments  becoming  due  from  time 
to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current  charges  in  con¬ 
nection  with  agreements  entered  into  under  authority  of  this 


5 


1  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended  for 

2  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such 

3  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  leasehold  term 

4  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase 

5  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of 

6  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are  hereby 

7  authorized. 

8  “(f)  This  section  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Lease- 

9  Purchase  Act  of  1953’/’ 
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|  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

_ i _ J  Issued  June  3,/l953 

OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  For  actions  of  June  2,  1953 

(For ''Department  Staff  Only).  -  «  ■  !  •.  '  '  j  83rd-»lst,  No.  10D: 
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HIGHLIGHTS*  Senate  received  International  ’.heat  Agreement.  Senate  debated  State, 
Justice,  Commerce  aporopriation  billo  Senate  subcommittee  began  marking  up  USDA 
appropriation  bill*  Sen.  Longer  favored  more  funds  for  school-lunch  program.  Sens. 
Kerr  and  Capehart  discussed  stabilization  of  cattle  prices.  Hep  Copley  and  others,,  “ 
opposed  USDA  reorganization  plane  Hou^e  committee  ordered,  reported-- Alaskan  state¬ 
hood  bill*  Sen*.  > Wundt  inserted  .Secretary’s  S,  Dak*  speech*  Rep*  Rogers  . (Tex.), -  ini 
duced  bill  authorizing  CCQ  to  so, 11  .com  at  price  fixed  by,  Secretary.  ,  ‘ 


intro- 
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\v 


1,  REORGANIZATION.,  Rep..  Copley  and  others  cri.tici?od  the.  -JbDA,  re  organ  pzpt  ion  plan, 
claiming., it  would  give\the.  .Secretary,-  too-  much  .pcnyor*  . ,  \PP»  :  vm- 


2.  LANDS*  The  Interior  .and  Insular  Affairs  Coimjdttee  r  rpor ted mt.hout  amendment 
•  H*R.  1308,  t.o .. aJbe.njT the  ; Color  of  Title  Act  (H*  Rept*  1+97)  .(p*.  6132).  1 


V-t 


3,  FLOQD. CONTROL*  ,  Passed  without.. amendment  S.  261,  approving  the  ConnecticuV River 
.  flood,  control., compact  (pp*  6101-03 ).  This  - bill  mil  now  .be -^ent  to  the  Presi- 

■  .  Passed  with, .amendment  £.  1X7,.  to.  amend  the  flood  Control  *Qt  off  19+1  relat- 

ing  to  apportionment  of  moneys  received  on, account  of  deasin-  ox  lands  acquire 
by  the  U.  S.  for  flood-control  purposes  (pp0  olOl^  oiup ; ,  \ 

+.  FERSOML.  '  passed  vdthout  a»Bndment's,  1870  to, extend  the  time  of  the  ^ommittee 
on  Retirement  Policy  for  Federal  Personnel  for  its  report  to  .congress  Att®1 
Sec7n,  1953,  to  Le  30,  195+  <P,'610+).  This  bill  vdll  n«  be  sent  to\the 

/^iSsed  without  amendment  JI,R0  +126,  to;  continue  the  effectiveness  .of  the 
■  war-risk  and  detention  benefits  for  Federal,  employees  until  duly  1,  1954  V 

(p.  6105). 


\ 


-2- 


/ 


APPROPRIATION,/  Concluded  consideration  of  H,RC  5k71,  the  D.  C.  appropriation 
bill  fcr  195k*  but  deferred  a  vote  on  the  bill  until  Wednesday  (pp0  6110-19 )0 

6C  MINERALS*  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  HcRe  335*  to  amend  the  'mineral  leasing' laws  to  eliminate 
the  waiver  of  rentals  far  oil  and  gas  leases,  and,H,R0  U983 j  amended,  to  define 
the  surface  rights  vested  in  the  locator  of  a  mining,  claim  hereafter  made  under 
U.  So  mining  laws  (ppo  Dk96,  Dk97)o 

”  '*  \  s:  / 

7o  ALASKA.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  H0R0  2982,  amended,  to  provide  fcr  the  admission  of  Alaska 
into  the  Union  (p«  Dk97)o 

*  X  1  * 

80  DAIRY  PRODUCTS  o  Repc  Mir  shall  inserted  a  Stock  and  Dairy  Farmer  article  point¬ 
ing  out  the  importance  of  dairy  products  as  an  industry  and  as  food(p0  6098)0 

9c  INTEREST  RATES u  Repo  Patman  criticized  the  increase  in  U«  S0  bond  interest 
rates  and  stated  that  "when  Government  bond  prices  co  mire  need  going  down$  -farm 
‘  '  prices  commenced  going  down"  ,(pp?  6l2k-26)0  , ^ 

10e  RESEARCH,,  Received  from  this  Department  the  OES  report  for  1952  (p„  6l32)0 

11a  WATER  CONSERVATION®  Received^  ,Texas  Legislature  memorial  on  the  impediments 
of  the  water-conservation 'program  of  tie  several  States,  etc<,,(p0  6133)0 


SENATE 

12®  APPROPRIATIONS c  Continued  debate  on  HsRo  )l97U ^  the  State,  Justice,  Commerce 

appropriation  bill  for  195k  (pp»  6070-2,  6032~95-)e  Agreed  to  a  committee  amend* 
ment  providing  $2,200,000. for  the  195k  agriculture  census  (p*  6088)*  Agreed, 

,  Ul-38,  to  a  committee  amendment  pr o vi ding  'Tj^IiOCiJSoO “for” censuses  of'  business 

and  manufactures  .  (ppo  6083-7 )o  Sen0  Kncwlandds  motion  to  re'consfder  this  vote 
-was  tabled,  39-° 3$  (ppo  6087-8)o  ’  '  \  '  ' 

•  .  The  Committee  reduced  the  amount  for  forest  highways 'by  11,000,000  from 

the  House  allowance  of  015*000,000  s  thi3  amount  is  000, 000  be  lav  the  current 
year,  and  06,000,000  below  the  195k  budget  estimates  In  this  connection,  the<4f 
committee 5 s  report  states?  "The  committee  heard  testimony  that  only  about  60 
percent  cf  the  contracts  would  be  liquidated  in  195k,  and  therefore  it  is  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  amount  provided  will  be  sufficient 0"  For  access  road3  the 
Senate  committee  version  provides  05*500,000,  which  dsO2yOOO,O0O  below  the 
House  bill,  622,500,000  belav  the  current  year,  and  Oik, 500,000  below  the 
•  195k  budget  estimate, 3  In  explanation  of  this  cut,  the  committee  report  states?, 
"As  of  Juhe  30*  1953*  there  will  be  an  estimated  unexpended  balance  of  .  ’ 
613*000,000,  which,  together  with  the  amount  recommended,  will  allow  this 
program  to  go  forward  at  about  its  present  ratep  The  amount  recommended  will 
provide  approximately  ^lk, 500,000  for  new  projects," 

The  Appropriations'  Subcommittee  began  marking  up  for  reporting  to  the  full 
committee  H0R0  5227,  the  agriculture  appropriation  bill  for  195k.  (p«  Dk93)* 

13o  WHEAT  AGREEMENT o  Received  the  Presidents  message  transmitting 'an  agreement' re¬ 
vising  and  renewing  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  (Execc  H,  83rd  Congo), 

■to  Foreign  Relations  Committee  (p0  6095 )0 

lk«  LEASE-PURCHASE  AGREEMENTS c  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported.  with 
amendments  S0.  690,  authorizing  the  GSA  Administrator  execute  lease— purchase 
agreements  covering  real  property  (S*  Rept0  318).  (pD  6065) 


Calendar  No.  321 


83n  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

(  Report 

1st  Session  j 

\  No.  318 

AMENDING  THE  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES  ACT  OF  1949,  AS  AMENDED,  TO  AUTHORIZE  THE  AD¬ 
MINISTRATOR  OF  GENERAL  SERVICES  TO  ENTER  INTO  LEASE- 
PURCHASE  AGREEMENTS 


June  2  (legislative  day,  May  28),  1953. —  Ordered  to  be  printed 

)  - - 

Mr.  Mundt,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  690] 

The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  690)  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  to  provide 
for  the  lease  to  the  United  States  of  real  property  and  structures  for 
terms  of  more  than  8  years  but  not  in  excess  of  25  years,  and  for 
acquisition  of  title  to  such  properties  and  structures  by  the  United 
States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  lease  terms,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon,  with 
)  amendments,  and  recommend  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 
The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

On  page  4,  strike  out  lines  15  through  19,  and  insert  a  new  subsection 
(e),  as  follows: 

(e)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more 
than  $50,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it  has  been 
submitted,  thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

On  page  6,  line  7,  after  the  word  “of”,  strike  out  “1951”  and  insert 
“1953”. 

An  identical  bill  to  S.  690  was  reported  unanimously  by  this  com¬ 
mittee  (S.  2137)  in  the  82d  Congress  on  September  18,  1951,  and  a 
companion  bill  (H.  R.  4323)  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  on 
May  15,  1952.  The  committee  amendment  conforms  to  action  taken 
by  the  House  in  substituting  the  language  cited  above  for  a  provision 
contained  in  S.  2137  which  would  have  specifically  required  committee 
approval  of  lease-purchase  agreements  before  they  become  effective. 
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Under  the  committee  amendment,  reports  would  be  made  to  the  respec¬ 
tive  committees  30  days  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  proposed 
lease-purchase  agreements,  in  order  that  the  Congress  may  be  kept 
fully  informed  regarding  programs  initiated  under  authority  of  the 
proposed  legislation. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  as  amended  in  committee  is  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  enter  into  lease-purchase 
agreements  for  periods  of  not  less  than  8  years  or  more  than  25  years, 
for  acquisition  of  real  property  for  permanent  space  requirements  of 
departments  and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  the  Government  would  be  authorized 
to  apply  funds  appropriated  for  rent  payments  toward  the  ultimate 
purchase  of  the  real  property  or  structures  concerned.  Existing 
statutory  limitations  on  annual  rent  payments  of  15  percent  of  the 
fair  market  value  would  be  maintained.  Title  would  be  acquired  by 
the  Government  at  the  expiration  of  the  designated  lease  period,  with 
the  rental  paid,  including  interest,  taxes,  etc.,  constituting  the  total 
purchase  price. 

The  objective  of  the  bill  is  to  permit  the  Government  to  procure 
space  for  permanent  agencies  in  communities  throughout  the  United 
States  where  it  is  clearly  established  that  due  to  continuing  Federal 
activities  in  such  areas  the  space  will  be  fully  .utilized  in  the  conduct 
of  Government  business.  The  General  Services  Administration 
would  be  vested  with  the  authority  to  reallocate  space  in  buildings 
purchased  under  such  contracts  to  meet  changing  agency  needs,  thus 
insuring  continuous  and  full  utilization  of  facilities  procured. 

The  provisions  of  the  bill  would  enable  the  Federal  Government  to 
acquire  office  and  other  space  under  private-construction  programs  at 
low  rates  of  interest  over  an  extended  period  within  appropriations  to 
Federal  agencies  now  provided  for  the  payment  of  rent.  Its  enact¬ 
ment  would  tend  to  eliminate  high  recurring  rents  necessary  under 
present  short-term  lease  contracts.  Private  investment  firms,  insur¬ 
ance  companies,  and  local  banking  institutions  would  be  encouraged 
to  provide  necessary  construction  funds  under  such  a  guaranty  against 
loss  and  assurance  of  a  fair  return  on  investments  over  an  extended 
period  of  years.  Another  advantage  is  that  properties  involved  would 
continue  to  be  subject  to  local  taxes  during  the  period  of  such  leases. 
The  Government  would  recover  much  of  these  investments  through 
acquisition  of  title  to  the  properties  under  contract  at  the  expiration 
of  the  lease  period. 

The  bill,  if  enacted  into  law,  would  provide  the  Federal  Government 
with  authority  to  initiate  necessary  building  programs  to  meet  its 
increasing  requirements  for  office  space  in  the  various  sections  of  the 
country,  without  the  necessity  of  initiating  public-works  projects,  or 
incurring  an  increase  in  the  public  debt.  It  would  also  provide 
standby  authority  under  which  such  programs  could  be  initiated  in 
areas  where  present  space  facilities  are  inadequate,  and  resulting,  in 
many  instances,  in  reductions  in  current  rent  payments.  It  would 
provide  a  medium  for  partial  alleviation  of  unemployment  incident  to 
any  recession  that  may  follow  possible  cutbacks  in  the  national- 
defense  program.  Its  full  implementation,  over  an  extended  period 
of  years,  would  promote  centralization  of  the  principal  Federal  services 
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in  a  conveniently  located  area,  in  communities  where  Federal  activities 
are  extensive,  and  eliminate  existing  wide  dispersals  of  related  Federal 
offices  that  presently  cause  great  inconveniences  to  the  public. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT  AND  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL 

The  proposed  amendment  to  section  211  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  under  the  subject  bill,  would 
authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  obtain  and  provide 
space  for  the  accommodation  of  the  permanent  activities  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  both  in  and  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  including, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Postmaster  General,  activities  of  the  Post 
Office  Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into  lease-purchase 
agreements.  The  terms  of  these  agreements  are  not  to  be  less  than 
8  or  more  than  25  years,  and  in  each  case  they  would  provide  that 
title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the 
expiration  of  the  leasehold  term  and  upon  the  fulfillment  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  stipulated  in  the  lease-purchase  agreement.  The  ob¬ 
jective  is  to  permit  the  Federal  Government  to  purchase  buildings  for 
governmental  use  by  applying  rental  payments  under  leases  against 
the  purchase  price.  However,  the  payments  which  would  be  made 
by  the  Government  would  consist  not  only  of  rental  in  the  strict  sense 
of  that  term  but  would  also  include  mone3^s  on  account  of  the  pur¬ 
chase  price  of  the  property  as  well  also  as  payments  in  respect  to 
interest,  taxes,  insurance,  etc. 

The  measure  would  enable  the  Government  to  procure  space  through 
private  construction  at  low  interest  rates,  within  appropriations  to 
Federal  agencies  for  payment  of  rent.  General  use  of  the  lease- 
purchase  agreement  would,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  committee,  be 
something  new  in  Government  operations.  However,  it  is  appropriate 
to  note  that  authorization  for  application  of  the  lease-purchase 
principle  in  a  particular  instance  has  been  granted  by  the  Congress 
in  a  recent  enactment;  namely,  Public  Law  7*4  of  the  82d  Congress, 
approved  July  11,  1951,  and  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize  the  lease 
and  purchase  by  the  United  States  of  the  Young  Men’s  Christian 
Association  Building  and  premises  in  Phoenix,  Ariz.” 

With  the  constant  growth  of  the  Government,  additional  space  for 
its  permanent  activities  is  presently  required  both  within  and  outside 
of  the  seat  of  government,  and  all  indications  point  to  progressive 
increase  of  such  requirements  in  the  future.  Historically,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  obtained  the  space  it  needs  either  through  construction  or 
by  rental  of  privately  owned  space  under  short-term  lease  agreements. 
The  result  has  been  that  the  Government  in  many  cases  has  rented 
the  same  buildings  from  year  to  year  for  periods  as  long  as  40  to  50 
years,  paying  the  real  value  of  the  property  over  and  over  again. 
This  legislation  would  remedy  the  situation  by  allowing  contracts 
to  be  entered  into  with  private  industry,  covering  rent  and  normal 
carrying  charges,  but  under  which  ownership  of  the  property  would 
ultimately  vest  in  the  Government. 

The  United  States  for  a  number  of  years  has  been  in  a  rapidly 
expanding  economy,  accompanied  by  marked  increase  in  population. 
Office  building  construction  has  not  kept  apace  with  this  development. 
With  the  existing  high  costs  necessary  to  construct  office  buildings, 
private  enterprise  has  been  reluctant  to  go  ahead  with  new  construe- 


4  AMEND  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

tion.  Rentals  necessary  to  provide  a  reasonable  return  thereon  are 
much  in  excess  of  the  rentals  that  can  be  charged  on  buildings  con¬ 
structed  15  to  20  years  ago.  There  must  be  assurance  of  continued 
occupancy  for  a  period  of  years  in  order  to  offer  a  sound  investment. 

The  Government  finds  itself  at  present  competing  with  private 
enterprise  for  space  at  increasingly  high  rentals.  These  rentals  in 
many  cases  have  reached  a  point  where,  if  applied  to  contracts  entered 
into  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  pending  bill,  they  would  be 
sufficient  to  permit  transfer  of  title  to  the  Government  in  from  8  to 
25  years.  It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  considerable  money  could 
be  saved  to  the  Government  by  virtue  of  the  proposed  legislation,  as 
contrasted  to  straight  short-term  leases  to  the  Government  at  the 
termination  of  which  it  would  have  nothing  by  way  of  title  to  the 
properties. 

An  important  feature  of  the  bill  is  the  authorization  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  (contained  in  subsec.  (b))  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  by  the  measure  with  respect  to  existing  properties, 
including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions,  extensions,  or 
remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties  upon  which  construction 
is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terftis  of  applicable 
lease-purchase  agreements.  From  time  to  time  properties  become 
available  at  reasonably  low  prices  as  they  become  surplus  to  the 
owners’  use.  Often  these  properties  can  be  converted  and  remodeled 
so  as  to  make  satisfactory  quarters  for  the  Government.  This  is 
particularly  true  of  warehouses  and  semioffice  buildings,  and  in  cases 
where  the  business  center  of  a  city  has  shifted  and  a  considerable 
reduction  in  real-estate  values  occurs  in  the  location  of  the  former 
center. 

Subsection  (c)  is  also  important  in  that  it  would  authorize  the 
Administrator  to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of 
any  land  owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration.  From  time  to  time  properties  have 
been  purchased  throughout  the  United  States,  and  are  valuable  and 
should  be  improved.  That  end  could  be  economically  attained  under 
the  authorization  proposed  by  subsection  (c). 

Subsection  (d)  embodies  a  limitation  to  the  effect  that  no  lease- 
purchase  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the  United 
States  of  moneys  in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  covered  by 
the  agreement.  This  provision,  which  is  in  line  with  the  inhibition 
contained  in  section  322  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1932  (the  so-called 
Economy  Act),  conforms  to  the  intent  of  the  bill,  that  the  lease- 
purchase  agreements  shall  be  long-term  in  character.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  this  provision  would  not  only  operate  as  a 
salutary  check  on  administrative  discretion,  but  would  also  make 
financing  that  much  more  attractive  to  interested  investors.  The 
committee  recommended  that  the  1 5-percent  limitation  shall  apply  to 
the  appraised  fair  market  value,  it  being  the  understanding  of  the 
committee  that  the  appraisals  will  be  made  by  the  General  Services 
Administration,  and  that  that  Administration  will  make  its  determi¬ 
nations  of  fair  market  value  in  accordance  with  the  general  practices 
now  prevailing  with  reference  to  the  acquisition  to  public  property. 

Under  the  committee  amendment,  subsection  (e)  would  require  that 
each  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement  be  submitted  to  the  Com- 
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mittees  on  Government  Operations  of  the  Senate  ancl  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  30  days  prior  to  its  proposed  effective  date.  Because 
of  the  broad  discretionary  authority  vested  in  the  General  Services 
Administrator  under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  and  the  impact  its 
exercise  may  have  on  real  property  throughout  the  country,  the  com¬ 
mittee  agreed  that  examination  of  each  lease-purchase  agreement 
should  be  made  by  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  before 
they  become  effective. 

In  inserting  this  subsection  in  the  bill,  the  committee  was  of  the 
opinion  that  sufficient  authority  would  be  vested  in  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services  to  permit  him  to  obtain  options  on  property  under 
a  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement,  when  he  finds  such  procurement 
is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Government,  in  order  to  permit  of  exami¬ 
nation  of  the  agreement  b}^  these  committees  before  a  final  contract 
is  executed. 

Subsection  (f)  would  authorize  payments  becoming  due  from  the 
Government  as  current  charges  in  connection  with  lease-purchase 
(agreements  to  be  made  from  appropriated  funds  available  for  the 
payment  of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises.  It  is  provided, 
however,  that  no  such  funds  may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title 
to  the  property  covered  by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  the  leasehoid  term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option 
to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of 
funds  for  such  acquisition.  Such  appropriations  would  be  expressly 
authorized,  subject  to  approval  by  the  Appropriations  Committees 
of  the  Congress. 

Subsection  (g)  is  divided  into  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  Paragraph 
(1)  would  make  section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  which  requires  that  all  purchases  and 
contracts  for  supplies  and  services  shall  be  made  by  advertising  except 
for  certain  specified  classes  and  situations  where  negotiation  without 
advertising  is  permissible,  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  exe¬ 
cuted  under  the  authority  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

This  paragraph  would  also  make  applicable  to  such  agreements 
section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  requiring  the  written  opinion  of 
the  Attorney  General  to  be  had  in  favor  of  validity  of  title  to  land 
proposed  for  purchase  bv  the  United  States  for  purposes  of  const.ruc- 
|tion  in  advance  of  expenditure  of  public  money,  but  sets  forth  an 
exception  to  the  effect  that  any  lease-purchase  agreement  may  be 
executed  and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an 
opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title 
to  the  property  described  therein.  In  connection  with  this  exception, 
it  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  provision  should  be  admin¬ 
istered  on  the  basis  that  validity  of  title  is  to  be  established  within  a 
period  of  1  year  from  the  date  of  each  lease-purchase  agreement,  and 
that  the  Federal  Government’s  expenditures  during  the  intervening 
period  would  be  adequately  protected  in  the  event  title  wras  not  clear. 

The  flexible  and  convenient  mode  of  acquisition  of  space  provided 
for  in  the  bill  could  not  be  put  into  effect  without  the  exceptions 
specified  in  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (g)  from  certain  restrictions 
imposed  by  existing  statutes,  summarization  of  which  follows:  Sec¬ 
tion  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  provides  that  no 
money  shall  be  paid  nor  contracts  made  for  payment  for  any  site 
for  a  public  building  in  excess  of  the  specific  appropriation  therefor. 


6  AMEND  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Section  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  to  the  effect  that  there  shall  be 
no  purchase  of  land  for  the  United  States  without  specific  congressional 
authorization.  Section  1  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1877,  provides  that 
no  lease  shall  be  made  in  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the  Government 
without  an  appropriation  therefor.  Section  4  of  the  act  of  June  14, 
1946,  as  amended,  and  section  407  of  the  act  of  June  16,  1949,  as 
amended,  respectively  limit  the  procurement  of  space  by  lease  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  for  the  housing  of  Federal  agencies 
to  periods  not  in  excess  of  5  years  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  to  periods  not  in  excess  of  1  year  in  the  District.  Paragraph  (2) 
of  subsection  (g)  concludes  with  a  “catchall”  exception  from  any 
other  provision  of  law  relating  to  acquisition  of  real  property,  con¬ 
struction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  subject  to  the  specific  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  proposed  legislation. 

The  bill,  as  reported  by  the  committee,  has  the  approval  of  the 
General  Services  Administration,  the  General  Accounting  Office,  and 
a  majority  of  the  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  During  the  82d  Congress,  considerable  time  and  study  were 
devoted  to  clarifying  the  original  committee  bill  in  line  with  a  number 
of  specific  amendments  which  were  considered  and  approved  by  the 
committee,  in  consultation  with  the  legislative  counsel  of  the  Senate, 
and  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  General  Services 
Administration,  and  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

The  committee  regards  the  lease-purchase  procedures  and  objec¬ 
tives  set  forth  in  this  bill  to  be  a  constructive  step  toward  improving 
the  procurement  program  of  the  Government  in  providing  permanent 
office  and  warehouse  facilities  for  Federal  agencies  throughout  the 
country.  It  is  in  accord  with  the  objectives  set  forth  in  the  Hoover 
Commission’s  report  on  general  services  and  further  implements  the 
provisions  of  the  original  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act. 

The  committee  is  firmly  convinced  that  the  enactment  of  this  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  would  provide  a  sound  and  continuing  basis  for  the 
realization  of  economies  in  Government  in  its  property  management 
program,  and  a  further  important  step  toward  promoting  more 
efficiency  in  Government  operations. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  this  bill  are 
shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in 
black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing  law  in  which 
no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  377), 
as  Amended  by  Public  Law  754,  Eighty-first  Congress  (64  Stat.  578) 
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Lease-Purchese  Agreements 

Sec.  211.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  determines  that  ( 1 )  the  needs  for  space 
for  the  permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  particular  area  cannot 
be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned 
by  the  Government  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served  by 
taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the 
accommodation  of  activities  of  the  Government,  both  in  and  outside  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  including,  with  the  approval  of  the  Postmaster  General,  activities  of  the 
Post  Office  Depart i  ent,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements 
the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less  than  eight  or  more  than  twenty-five  years  and 
which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United 
States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the 
terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements.  Such 
terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  application  to  the  purchase 
price  agreed  upon  therein  of  rental  payments  made  thereunder . 

(b)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section 
with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions, 
extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is 
to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase 
agreements. 

(c)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person, 
copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the 
purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring  about  the  development  and 
improvement  of  any  land  owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration,  including  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded 
structures  situate  thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such 
structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment. 

(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include  such  provisions  as  the 
Administrator,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations  imposed  upon  the 
party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided, 
That  no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the  United  States  in  pursuance 
of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys  in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the  lease-purchase 
agreement,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where  construction  shall  not  have  been  completed 
at  that  date,  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date  of  completion 
of  such  construction. 

(c)  A To  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more 
than  $50,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted,  thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  of  the  House  of 
Representatives . 

(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment  of  rent  and  related  charges 
for  premises,  whether  appropriated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration 
or  to  any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said  Administration  for  such 
purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the  Administrator  to  make  payments  becoming  due  from 
time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current  charges  in  connection  with  agreements 
entered  into  under  authority  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended 
for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expira- 
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lion  of  the  lease-hold  term  specified  therein  ( whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase 
or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition, 
which  appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

(g)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  this  Act  and  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed  under 
this  Act,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  executed  and  placed  in  effect  after 
request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to 
the  validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  ( 1 )  sections  3734  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  14);  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March 
3,  1877  (19  Slat.  370;  40  U.  S.  C.  34);  section  4  of  the  Act  of  June  1’4,  1946  (60 
Stat.  257),  as  amended;  40  U.  S.  C.  304c);  section  407  of  the  Act  of  June  16,  1949 
(63  Slat.  199;  40  U.  S.  C.  Supp.  37a);  and  any  other  provision  of  law  relating  to 
the  acquisition  of  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall 
not  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed  under  this  Act. 

(h)  This  section  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Federal  Lease-Purchase  Act  of  1951”. 

MOTOB  VEHICLE  IDENTIFICATION 

Sec.  [2111  312.  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Administrator,  every 
motor  vehicle  acquired  and  used  for  official  purposes  within  the  United  States, 
its  Territories,  or  possessions,  by  any  Federal  agency  or  the  District  of  Columbia 
shall  be  conspicuously  identified  by  showing  thereon  either  (a)  the  full  name  of 
the  department,  establishment,  corporation,  or  agency  by  which  it  is  used  and 
the  service  in  which  it  is  used,  or  (b)  a  title  descriptive  of  the  service  in  which  it 
is  used  if  such  title  readily  identifies  the  department,  establishment,  corporation, 
or  agency  concerned,  and  the  legend  “For  official  use  only”:  Provided,  That  the 
regulations  issued  pursuant  to  this  section  may  provide  for  exemptions  from  the 
requirement  of  this  section  when  conspicuous  identification  would  interfere  with 
the  purpose  for  which  a  vehicle  is  acquired  and  used. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  [212]  213.  The  Administrator  shall  submit  a  report  to  the  Congress, 
in  January  of  each  year  and  at  such  other  times  as  he  may  deem  it  desirable, 
regarding  the  administration  of  his  functions  under  this  Act,  together  with  such 
recommendations  for  amendments  to  this  act  as  he  may  deem  appropriate  as 
the  result  of  the  administration  of  such  functions,  at  which  time  he  shall  also 
cite  the  laws  becoming  obsolete  by  reason  of  passage  or  operation  of  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 
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[Report  No.  318] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  29, 1953 

Mr.  McCarthy  (for  himself,  Mr.  McClellan,  Mr.  Hoey,  Mr.  Mundt,  Mrs. 
Smith  of  Maine,  Mr.  Dworshak,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Butler  of  Mary¬ 
land,  and  Mr.  Potter)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read 
twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 

June  2  (legislative  day,  May  28),  1953 
Reported  by  Mr.  Mundt,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  to 
provide  for  the  lease  to  the  United  States  of  real  property 
and  structures  for  terms  of  more  than  eight  years  but  not  in 
excess  of  twenty-five  years  and  for  acquisition  of  title  to  such 
properties  and  structures  by  the  United  States  at  or  before 
the  expiration  of  the  lease  terms,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 

4  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by — 

5  (a)  redesignating  sections  211  and  212  thereof  as 


I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


o 

Li 


sections  212  and  213,  respectively,  and  wherever  such 
section  numbers  appear  in  such  Act  as  amended,  they 
are  amended  to  conform  to  redesignation  prescribed  by 
this  subsection ; 

(b)  inserting  in  the  table  of  contents  appearing  in 
the  first  section  of  such  Act  as  amended,  immediately 

after  the  line  in  which  “Sec.  210”  appears,  the  following: 
“Sec.  211.  Lease-purchase  agreements.”;  and 

(c)  inserting,  immediately  after  section  210  of  the 
Act  as  amended,  the  following  new  section: 

“lease-purchase  agreements 
“Sec.  211.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  determines 
that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the  permanent  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  particular  area  cannot 
be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable 
for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government  and  (2) 
the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served  by 
taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain 
and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 
Government,  both  in  and  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
within  the  continental  limits  of  the  United  States,  including, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Postmaster  General,  activities  of  the 
Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into 
lease-purchase  agreements  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be 
less  than  eight  or  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which 
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shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property  shall 
vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and 
conditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments.  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision 
for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein 
of  rental  payments  made  thereunder. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  prop¬ 
erties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions,  ex¬ 
tensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase 
agreements. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 
other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 
about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  owned 
by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General 
Services  Administration,  including  the  demolition  of  obsolete 
and  outmoded  structures  situate  thereon,  by  providing  for 
the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  lease- 
purchase  agreement. 
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“  (d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include 
such  provisions  as  the  Administrator,  in  his  discretion,  shall 
deem  to  he  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  and  ap¬ 
propriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations  im¬ 
posed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such 
agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided,  That  no  such 
agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the  United 
States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys  in  an 
aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the 
appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the 
lease-purchase  agreement,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date,  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date 
of  completion  of  such  construction. 

Se  proposed  lease  purchase  agreement  shall  he 
executed  under  this  section  until  it  has  been  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  ef 
the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  ef 
the  Souse  ef  Representatives? 

“(e)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement  calling  for 
the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum  shall  he 
executed  under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  submitted,  thirty 
days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


5 


“(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or 
to  any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by 
said  Administration  for  such  purposes,  may  be  utilized  by 
the  Administrator  to  make  payments  becoming  due  from 
time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current  charges  in 
connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under  authority  of 
this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  expended 
for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such 
agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  lease-hold  term 
specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase 
or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of 
funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are  hereby 
authorized. 

“(g)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  this  Act  and  section 

355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  175) , 
shall  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed  under 
this  Act,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  he  executed 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1),  sections 
3734  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40 
U.  S.  O.  259;  41  U.  S.  0.  14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
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1  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370;  40  U.  S.  0.  34)  ;  section  4 

2  of  the  Act  of  June  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  257,  as  amended;  40 

3  U.  S.  C.  304c)  ;  section  407  of  the  Act  of  June  16,  1949 

4  (63  Stat.  199;  40  U.  S.  C.  Supp.  37a)  ;  and  any  other 

5  provision  of  law  relating  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property, 

6  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply 

7  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed  under  this  Act. 

8  “  (h)  This  section  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Lease- 

9  Purchase  Act  of  1951  1953’.” 
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83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  2041 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  3  (legislative  day,  May  28),  1953 

Mr.  Martin  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  public 
buildings  for  housing  of  Federal  agencies  or  departments, 
including  post  offices,  by  executing  purchase  contracts,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  (a) 

4  redesignating  section  411  thereof  as  section  412;  and  (b) 

5  inserting,  immediately  after  section  410  thereof,  the  following 


6  new  section: 
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“PURCHASE  CONTRACTS 

“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  determines  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for 
the  permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government,  includ¬ 
ing  space  for  post  offices,  in  any  particular  area  cannot  be 
satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for 
the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  and  (2)  a 
project  for  constructing  a  post  office  or  other  public  building 
is  eligible  under  the  geographical  allocation  and  distribution 
of  buildings  set  forth  in  section  102  of  this  Act,  and  (3)  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States  shall  be  served  by  taking 
action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and 
provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 
Government,  both  in  and  outside  the  District  of  Columbia, 
within  the  continental  limits  of  the  United  States,  including, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Postmaster  General,  activities  of  the 
Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into 
purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  he  less  than 
or  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which  shall  provide  in 
each  case  that  title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United 
States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  contract  term  and 
upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in 
each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such  terms  and  conditions 
shall  include  provision  for  the  application  to  the  purchase 
price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment  payments  made 
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thereunder  including  provision  for  the  exchange  of  surplus 
real  property  or  real  property  which  may  become  surplus 
as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the  Administrator  de¬ 
termines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Government  in  economy 
and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be  served. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with 
respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con¬ 
versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  re¬ 
quired,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be 
subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 
purchase  contracts. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person,  copartnership, 
corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate 
any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  including  the  demolition 
of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon,  by 
providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such 
structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  ap¬ 
plicable  purchase  contracts. 

“(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such 
provisions  as  the  Administrator  of  General  Sei  vices,  in  his 
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discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of 
the  obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall 
enter  into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment 
by  the  United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of 
moneys  in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per 
centum  of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property 
at  the  date  of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property 
where  construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that 
date  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at 
the  date  of  completion  of  such  construction:  And  provided 
further,  That  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  before 
executing  any  proposed  purchase  contract  under  this  Act 
shall  submit  the  same  for  approval  to  the  committees  of  the 
Congress  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  which 
approval  shall  he  expressed  by  a  committee  resolution  jointly 
adopted  by  such  committees. 

“(e)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or  to 
any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  to  make  payments  becoming 
due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current 
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charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under 
authority  of  this  Act :  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may  be 
expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by 
any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract 
term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  pur¬ 
chase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation 
of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are  here¬ 
by  authorized :  Provided  f  urther,  That  the  value  of  any  Gov¬ 
ernment  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  such 
agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  he  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Pro¬ 
vided '  further,  That  Government  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  pur¬ 
chase  price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except 
that  where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  property  to 
be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall  be  covered  into  the 
miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

“(f)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application  thereof  to  other 
persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

“(g)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  this  Act  and  section  355 
of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  175), 
shall  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed  under 
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1  this  Act,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  executed 

2  and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of 

3  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 

4  validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

5  “  (2)  Except  as  provided  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub- 

6  section,  sections  3734  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 

7  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  14)  ;  section  1  of 

8  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370;  40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ; 

9  section  4  of  the  Act  of  June  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  257,  as 

10  amended;  40  U.  S.  C.  304c)  ;  section  407  of  the  Act  of  June 

11  16,  1949  (63  Stat.  199;  40  TJ.  S.  0.  Supp.  37a)  ;  and  any 

12  other  provision  of  law  relating  to  the  acquisition  of  real 

13  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall 

14  not  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  executed  under  this 

15  Act. 

16  “(h)  This  section  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Public  Buildings 

17  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1953V’ 
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83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  6342 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  16, 1953 

Mr.  McGregor  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts ;  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES 

4  ADMINISTRATION 

5  Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended 

6  by  (1)  redesignating  section  411  thereof  as  section  412, 

I 


2 


1  and  (2)  inserting,  immediately  after  section  410'  thereof, 

2  the  following  new  section : 

3  “Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General 

4  Services  determines  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the 

5  permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  par- 

6  ticular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 

7  property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Govern- 

8  ment,  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will 

9  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  author- 

10  ized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of 

11  activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  Dis- 

12  trict  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 

13  United  States  (including  Guam) ,  except  for  the  acconnnoda- 

14  tion  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiat- 
lb  ing  and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which 
1®  shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
11  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
1®  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 

19  the  contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con- 

20  ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such 

21  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  applica- 

22  tion  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment 

23  payments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for  the  ex- 

24  change  of  surplus  real  property  or  real  property  which  may 
23  become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

M 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


3 


Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be 
served. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with 
respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con¬ 
versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  he  re¬ 
quired,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be 
subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 
purchase  contracts. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person,  copartnership, 
corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate 
any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  including  the  demolition  of 
obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon,  by  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase 
contracts. 

“(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such 
provisions  as  the  Administrator  of  General  Services,  in  his 
discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
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obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter 
into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the 
United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys 
in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date 
of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date 
of  completion  of  such  construction. 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  calling 
for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum  shall 
be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  submitted, 
thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
for  appropriate  reference  to  committees. 

“(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or  to 
any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  make  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current 
charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under 
authority  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may 
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be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered 
by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract 
term  specified  therein  ( whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  pur¬ 
chase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation 
of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are 
hereby  authorized:  Provided  further,  That  the  value  of  any 
Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  such 
agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  Government  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that 
where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided 
in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act 
of  1953,  be  covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

“  (g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to 
exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  section  (1)  to 
acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or  (2)  to  provide  space 
for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section 
for  other  purposes. 

“  (h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property 
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acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall 
be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

“(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application  thereof  to  other 
persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

“  (j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  IT.  S.  C.  175),  shall 
apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into  under  this 
section,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  0.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1935, 
as  amended  (60  Stat.  257;  40  IT.  S.  C.  304c)  ;  section  407 
of  this  Act;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  appli¬ 
cable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  of 
real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space, 
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shall  not  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  executed 
under  this  section.” 

Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 
the  program  authorized  by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be 
required  from  time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Build¬ 
ings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1953”. 

TITLE  II— POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement 
existing  provisions  of  law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal 
purposes  by  providing  authorization  for  the  acquisition  by 
the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space  through  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements  under  which  the 
United  States  will  obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and 
will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in  the  case  of  lease- 
purchase  agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  de¬ 
scribed  therein  at  or  prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed 
therein.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the 
program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this  title  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as 
may  be  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  postal  service. 
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1  Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  de- 

2  termines  that  (1)  there  is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for 

3  postal  purposes  in  any  particular  area  which  cannot  he  satis- 

4  fied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the 

5  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  the  receipts  of 

6  the  post  office  serving  such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year, 

7  and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served 

8  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  ob- 

9  tain  and  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  struc- 

10  tures  of  permanent-type  construction  in  the  several  States, 

11  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions 

12  of  the  United  States  (including  Guam) ,  by  negotiating  and 

13  entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which 
Id  shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
15  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
lb  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
11  the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con- 

18  ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements. 

19  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  ap- 
29  plication  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  rental 

21  payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any  such 

22  agreement  may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the 
22  fair  market  value  on  the  date  of  such  agreement  of  the  prop- 
21  erty  described  therein.  The  financial  transactions  of  the 
25  Post  Office  Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-purchase 
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agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting  and  auditing 
requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Financial  Control 
Act  of  1950  (Act  of  August  17,  1950,  cb.  735,  Eighty-first 
Congress,  second  session). 

(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  exercise 
the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing 
properties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions, 
extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments. 

(c)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 
other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the 
purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 
about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  United  States  for  postal  purposes,  including 
the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situate 
thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others 
of  such  structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of 
the  applicable  lease-purchase  agreement. 

(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include 
such  provisions  as  the  Postmaster  General,  in  his  discretion, 
shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States 
and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


10 


imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such 
agreement  with  the  United  States. 

(e)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  he  utilized 
by  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  any  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  in 
pursuance  of  lease-purchase  agreements  entered  into  under 
the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds 
may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
covered  by  any  lease-purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  leasehold  term  specified  therein  (whether 
by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence 
of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which 
appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to — 

(1)  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agreements  with 
any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public 
or  private  entity,  on  such  terms  as  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  deems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States,  for  the  erection  by  such  lessor  of  such  buildings 
and  improvements  for  postal  purposes  as  the  Postmaster 
General  deems  appropriate,  on  lands  sold,  leased,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster  General  to,  or 
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otherwise  acquired  by,  such  person,  copartnersnip,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  public  or  private  entity; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  without  regard  to  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Act  of  June  30, 
1949,  ch.  288,  Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session),  as 
amended — 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease, 
donation,  or  otherwise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he 
shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States,  real  property  and  interests  therein, 
for  use  for  postal  purposes ;  and 

(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests 
therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms 
as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States. 

(b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by 
the  Postmaster  General  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he 
enters  into  any  lease-purchase  or  lease  agreement  under 
authority  of  this  title,  include  in  such  agreement  a  provision 
for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compen- 
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sate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 
property. 

Sec.  205.  Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from 
sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired  in  the 
performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  functions 
vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  he  credited  to  the  current 
applicable  appropriation  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the  purposes  of 
this  title. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  all  real  property  purchased 
by  him  under  authority  of  this  title. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  llevised  Statutes,,  as 
amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition 
in  fee  simple  of  real  property  under  this  title,  except  that 
any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire  real  property  under 
this  title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after 
request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  real 
property  described  therein. 

(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  C.  5),  shall  apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real 

t. 

property  by  lease-purchase  agreements,  under  authority  of 
section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease  agreements 
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entered  into  under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section 
203  (a)  of  this  title. 

(c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
this'Section,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  0.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except 
applicable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or 
leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions 
performed  by  the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  208.  Ao  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this 
title  later  than  a  date  ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  title. 

Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his 
annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  conducted  during 
the  applicable  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Post  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953”. 
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83d  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Eeport 

1st  Session  j  j  No.  875 


AMENDING  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949  TO  AUTHORIZE 
THE  ADMINISTRATOR  OF  GENERAL  SERVICES  TO  ACQUIRE  TITLE 
TO  REAL  PROPERTY  AND  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION 
OF  CERTAIN  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  THEREON  BY  EXECUTING 
PURCHASE  CONTRACTS:  TO  EXTEND  THE  AUTHORITY  OF  THE 
POSTMASTER  GENERAL  TO  LEASE  QUARTERS  FOR  POST-OFFICE 
PURPOSES 


)  July  17,  1953. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  he  printed 


Mr.  McGregor,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  G342] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property 
and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  public  buildings  thereon 
by  executing  purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

Purpose  of  the  Bill 

The  purpose  of  the  bill,  as  amended,  is  to  provide  for  the  acquisition 
of  title  to  real  property  and  the  construction  of  public  buildings  by 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  and  the  Postmaster  General 
by  means  of  purchase-contract  agreements  and  term-lease  agreements 
for  the  accommodations  of  activities  of  the  Federal  Government. 

The  committee  now  has  before  it  a  number  of  individual  bills 
calling  for  the  construction  of  post  offices  and  other  Federal  buildings 
in  various  localities.  Many  of  these  projects  will  be  covered  by  the 
terms  of  H.  R.  6342. 

For  a  number  of  years  public-buildings  construction  has  been 
practically  at  a  standstill.  During  this  period  the  activities  of  the 
Government  have  expanded  tremendously,  paralleling  the  tremendous 
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increase  in  the  Nation’s  business  activity  coupled  with  an  above¬ 
normal  increase  in  population  during  the  war  and  postwar  years. 
Now  the  Federal  Government  finds  itself  with  a  highly  inadequate 
physical  establishment  to  carry  on  its  multitude  of  activities  in  an 
efficient  and  businesslike  manner. 

Historically,  the  Government  has  obtained  the  space  it  needs  either 
through  construction,  or  by  rental  of  privately  owned  space.  The 
result  has  been  that  the  Government,  in  many  cases,  has  rented  the 
same  buildings  for  periods  as  long  as  40  to  50  years.  H.  R.  6342 
would  remedy  the  situation  by  allowing  contracts  to  be  entered  into 
with  private  parties,  whereunder  ownership  of  the  property  would 
ultimately  vest  in  the  Government.  It  authorizes  an  orderly  program 
for  acquisition  of  Federal  public-building  projects  considered  neces¬ 
sary  and  desirable.  It  also  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General  to 
negotiate  term-lease  agreements  with  greater  latitude  than  present 
law  permits. 

The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949,  reported  from  this  committee, 
authorized  a  program  for  site  acquisition  and  for  the  design  of  Federal 
building  projects.  However,  there  has  been  no  authorization  for  the 
actual  construction  of  public  buildings.  Sites  acquired,  and  plans  and 
specifications  prepared  as  a  result  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
could  be  utilized  under  the  provisions  of  H.  R.  6342. 

The  program  contemplated  by  the  subject  bill  will  go  a  long  way 
toward  alleviating  deplorable  conditions  in  post  offices  and  other 
Federal  buildings  in  municipalities  where,  because  of  delayed  main¬ 
tenance  and  the  cessation  of  public  improvements  during  the  war 
years,  the  demand  for  up-to-date  conveniences  is  very  urgent. 

Extensive  hearings  and  studies  were  conducted  by  the  committee  on 
H.  R.  3702,  H.  R.  5406,  and  H.  R.  6342,  the  bill  here  reported.  Offi¬ 
cials  of  the  General  Services  Administration  and  the  Post  Office 
Department  appeared  or  presented  their  statements  favoring  the  major 
objectives  of  the  legislation.  There  was  no  opposition  from  the 
Federal  agencies,  but  a  spokesman  for  the  Post  Office  Department 
recommended  certain  amendments.  The  provisions  contained  in 
H.  R.  6342  are  the  result  of  extended  study  and  discussion  between 
representatives  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  General 
Accounting  Office,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment.  This  measure  has  grown  out  of  recommendations  made  from 
many  viewpoints. 

Title  I  of  the  bill  relates  to  matters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services.  Title  II  of  the  bill  relates  to  the 
Post  Office  Department.  There  is  no  conflict  or  inconsistency  between 
the  provisions  of  the  two  titles.  To  the  contrary,  they  present  the 
complete  authority  necessary  for  a  well-rounded  procurement  program. 
Title  I  will  provide  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  with  modern 
tools,  and  title  II  will  provide  the  Postmaster  General  with  modern 
tools.  Both  titles  will  eliminate  duplication  and  conflict  in  operation 
and  will  provide  flexibility  for  cooperation  between  the  two  Depart¬ 
ments. 

It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the  savings  that  will  result  from  the 
enactment  of  this  measure.  However,  it  is  believed  that  the  program 
will  result  in  substantial  savings  to  the  Government. 
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Analysis  of  the  Bill 
title  i 

Section  101  amends  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  by  adding  a 
new  title  to  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Buildings  Purchase  Contract 
Act  of  1953.” 

Subsection  (a)  of  the  proposed  new  section  of  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1949  would  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  the  permanent 
activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States 
(including  Guam),  except  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 
Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into  purchase 
contracts.  The  terms  of  these  contracts  are  to  be  not  less  than  10 
or  more  than  25  years,  and  in  each  case  they  would  provide  that 
title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  upon  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  the  purchase  contract. 
The  objective  is  to  permit  the  Federal  Government  to  purchase 
buildings  or  construct  buildings  for  governmental  use  and  apply 
the  annual  payments  against  the  purchase  price.  The  aggregate  rent 
payments  made  by  the  Government  would  cover  not  only  the  cost 
of  the  property  acquired,  but  during  the  term  of  the  contract  would 
also  include  payments  for  interest,  taxes,  and  insurance. 

It  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Government,  in  municipalities  where 
there  are  no  federally  owned  quarters  available,  to  rent  space  from 
private  ownership  and  occupy  leased  premises  for  which  it  has  paid 
considerable  sums  annually.  These  payments  have  been  substantial 
and  in  some  cases  may  have  exceeded  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
property  leased.  To  the  knowledge  of  the  committee,  no  procedure 
has  been  available  in  the  past  whereby  title  to  such  property  would 
be  transferred  to  the  Government  at  the  end  of  the  lease  period.  Un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  H.  R.  6342  the  Government  would  be  able  to  execute 
purchase  contracts  with  private  owners  for  real  property  occupied,  or 
to  be  occupied,  by  the  Government,  and  to  apply  funds  appropriated 
lor  rent  payments  toward  the  ultimate  purchase  of  the  property. 

The  authority  vested  in  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  in 
the  proposed  legislation  could  be  exercised  only  when  existing  property 
owned  by  the  Government  is  not  available  or  suitable  for  the  purpose 
desired. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  a  project  which  meets  the  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements  as  to  geographical  allocation  and  distribution  of 
buildings  set  forth  in  section  102  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
and  is  on  the  eligible  list  transmitted  to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  that 
act  is  a  sufficient  criterion  to  justify  its  consideration  for  construction 
under  this  program. 

An  important  feature  of  H.  R.  6342  is  the  authorization  to  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  (contained  in  subsec.  (b)  of  the 
proposed  new  section)  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  by  the  measure 
with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  wdiich  conver¬ 
sions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  prop¬ 
erties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pur¬ 
suance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  purchase  contracts.  From  time 
to  time  properties  become  available  at  reasonably  low  prices  as  they 
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become  surplus  to  the  owners’  use.  Often  these  properties  can  be 
converted  and  remodeled  so  as  to  make  satisfactory  quarters  for  the 
Government.  This  is  particularly  true  with  respect  to  warehouses 
and  semioffice  buildings,  and  in  cases  where  the  business  center  of  a 
city  has  shifted,  and  a  considerable  reduction  in  real-estate  values 
occurs  in  the  location  of  the  former  center. 

Subsection  (c)  is  also  important  in  that  it  authorizes  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General 
Services  Administration.  From  time  to  time  properties  have  been 
purchased  throughout  the  United  States  and  are  valuable  and  shoidd 
be  improved.  That  end  would  be  economically  attained  under  the 
authorization  proposed  by  this  subsection. 

Subsection  (d)  embodies  a  limitation  to  the  effect  that  no  purchase 
contract  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the  United 
States  of  moneys  in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  covered  by 
the  agreement.  The  committee  believes  this  to  be  a  proper  limitation  y 
and  one  that  will  make  financing  much  more  attractive  to  interested 
investors.  The  committee  recommends  that  the  15  percent  limita¬ 
tion  shall  apply  to  the  appraised  fair  market  value,  it  being  the 
understanding  of  the  committee  that  the  appraisals  will  be  made  by 
the  General  Services  Administration  and  that  its  determinations  of 
fair  market  value  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  general  prac¬ 
tices  now  prevailing  with  reference  to  the  acquisition  of  public 
property. 

Subsection  (e)  requires  that  no  proposed  purchase  contract  agree¬ 
ment  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum 
shall  be  executed  unless  it  has  been  submitted,  30  days  prior  to  its 
effective  date,  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  for  appropriate  reference  to  committees. 

Because  of  the  broad  authority  vested  in  the  executive  agencies  by 
this  bill,  the  committee  agreed  that  Congress  should  retain  some 
measure  of  control  over  the  program  by  the  examination  of  purchase 
contract  agreements  as  set  forth  in  subsection  (e). 

Subsection  (f)  would  authorize  payments  becoming  due  from  the 
Government  as  current  charges  in  connection  with  purchase  contracts 
to  be  made  from  appropriated  funds  available  for  the  payment  of  ( 
rent  and  related  charges  for  premises.  It  is  provided,  however,  that 
no  such  funds  may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
covered  by  any  such  purchase  contract  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or 
otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such 
acquisition.  Such  appropriations  would  be  expressly  authorized,  sub¬ 
ject  to  approval  by  the  Appropriations  Committees  of  the  Congress. 

This  subsection  would  also  permit  the  exchange  of  Government- 
owned  real  property  for  privately  owned  real  property,  when  such 
exchange  is  deemed  advisable  in  the  public  interest.  It  provides 
that  Government  real  property  so  exchanged  may  be  credited  in 
whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase  price  of  the  property  for  which  it 
is  exchanged,  except  that  where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the 
real  property  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase 
price,  the  amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall  be  covered  into 
the  Treasury,  except  as  provided  in  section  205  of  title  II  of  the  bill. 
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Subsection  (g)  provides  that  when  requested  by  the  Postmaster 
General,  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  may  acquire  property 
for  postal  pui  poses  or  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  buildings 
acquired  for  other  purposes. 

Subsection  (h)  provides  that  properties  involved  would  continue 
to  be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  during  the  period  of  the  pur¬ 
chase  contract  agreements. 

Subsection  (i)  provides  that  if  any  section,  or  the  application  thereof 
to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  the 
section  and  application  thereof  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  will 
not  be  affected  thereby. 

Subsection  (j)  is  divided  into  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  Paragraph 
(1)  would  make  section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis¬ 
trative  Services  Act  of  1949,  which  requires  that  all  purchases  and 
contracts  for  supplies  and  services  shall  be  made  by  advertising 
except  for  certain  specified  classes  and  situations  where  negotiation 
without  advertising  is  permissible,  apply  to  purchase  contracts  exe- 
)  cuted  under  the  authority  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

This  paragraph  would  also  make  applicable  to  such  agreements 
section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  requiring  the  written  opinion  of 
the  Attorney  General  to  be  had  in  favor  of  validity  of  title  to  land 
proposed  for  purchase  by  the  United  States  for  purposes  of  construc¬ 
tion  in  advance  of  expenditure  of  public  money,  but  sets  forth  an 
exception  to  the  effect  that  any  purchase  contract  may  be  executed 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for,  but  prior  to  receipt  of,  an  opinion 
of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the 
property  described  therein. 

The  flexible  and  convenient  mode  of  acquisition  of  space  provided 
for  in  this  bill  could  not  be  put  into  effect  without  the  exceptions 
specified  in  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (j)  from  certain  restrictions 
imposed  by  existing  statutes,  summarization  of  which  follows: 

Sections  3733  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  provide 
that  no  money  shall  be  paid  nor  contracts  made  for  payment  for  any 
site  for  a  public  building  or  for  the  erection,  repair,  or  furnishing  of  any 
public  building  in  excess  of  the  specific  appropriation  therefor.  Sec¬ 
tion  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  to  the  effect  that  there  shall  be  no 
purchase  of  land  for  the  United  States  without  specific  congressional 
)  authorization.  Section  1  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1877,  provides  that 
no  lease  shall  be  made  in  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the  Government 
without  an  appropriation  therefor.  Section  3  of  the  act  of  August  27, 
1935,  as  amended,  and  section  407  of  the  act  of  June  16,  1949,  limited 
the  procurement  of  space  by  lease  by  the  Administrator  of  Generi  1 
Services  for  the  housing  of  Federal  agencies  to  periods  not  in  excess 
of  5  years  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  to  periods  not  in 
excess  of  1  year  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (j)  concludes  with  a  catchall  exception 
from  any  other  provision  of  law  (other  than  applicable  labor-standards 
provisions)  relating  to  acquisition  of  real  property,  construction  of 
buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  subject  to  the  specific  provisions  of  the 
proposed  legislation. 

Section  102  emphasizes  that  it  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Congress  that 
the  program  authorized  by  title  I  shall  constitute  a  substitute  for, 
or  a  replacement  of,  any  program  for  the  construction  by  the  Govern- 


6 


AMEND  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  194  9 


ment  of  such  structures  as  may  be  required  from  time  to  time  by  the 
various  agencies. 

Section  103  provides  that  title  I  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Build¬ 
ings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1953.” 

TITLE  II 

Section  201  recites  the  purpose  of  title  II  and  reiterates  for  this 
title  the  intent  of  Congress,  expressed  in  section  102,  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  not  a  substitute  for  or  replacement  of  a  Federal  construction 
program. 

Section  202  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General  to  acquire  necessary 
space  by  lease-purchase  agreements  for  postal  purposes  at  post  offices 
having  receipts  exceeding  $10,000  per  year.  These  agreements  will 
be  entered  into  under  substantially  the  same  terms  and  conditions 
as  those  applicable  to  the  purchase  contracts  which  will  be  made  by 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  under  section  101,  referred 
to  above,  with  technical  changes  to  adapt  this  authority  to  the  special 
problems  of  the  postal  establishment.  It  will  be  noted,  however, 
that  (1)  the  Postmaster  General’s  authority  to  enter  into  such  lease- 
purchase  agreements  is  limited  to  a  period  of  10  years  after  enactment 
of  this  title  and  does  not  include  exchange  of  Government-owned 
real  property,  (2)  an  account  of  the  Postmaster  General’s  trans¬ 
actions  under  this  title  must  be  included  in  his  annual  report,  and  (3) 
such  transactions  of  the  Postmaster  General  are  subject  to  the 
accounting  and  auditing  requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
Financial  Control  Act  of  1950. 

Section  203  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General,  for  a  period  of 

10  years  after  enactment,  to  enter  into  term-lease  agreements  for  the 
erection  by  any  person,  firm,  or  entity  of  buildings  for  postal  purposes 
on  lands  acquired  by  such  lessors  from  either  the  Postmaster  General 
or  other  sources. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  section  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized 
to  acquire  real  property  for  postal  purposes  by  purchase,  condemna¬ 
tion,  lease,  donation,  or  otherwise,  and  to  dispose  of  such  property 
by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise.  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office 
Department  for  payment  of  rents  will  be  used  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section.  This  authority  with  respect  to  acquisition  and 
disposal  of  real  property  for  the  purpose  of  entering  into  term-lease 
agreements  is  intended  to  enable  the  Postmaster  General  to  eliminate 
speculation  in  options  in  connection  with  the  negotiation  of  such 
term  leases. 

Section  204  authorizes  the  inclusion  in  any  lease-purchase  or  term- 
lease  agreement  made  under  title  II  of  provision  for  adjustment  of 
rent  to  compensate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 
property. 

Section  205  authorizes  receipts  from  property  disposals  under  title 

11  to  be  credited  to  applicable  postal  appropriations  and  expended 
therefrom  for  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

Section  206  requires  the  Postmaster  General  to  take  title  to  real 
property  acquired  under  title  II  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

Section  207  (a)  requires  approval  by  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
title  to  property  acquired  by  the  Postmaster  General,  but  permits 
lease-purchase  agreements  to  be  made  prior  to  final  approval  of  title. 
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Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  makes  section  3709  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (requiring  advertising  for  bids  on  public  contracts)  applicable 
to  the  lease  purchase  and  term  lease  agreements  provided  for  in  title 
II.  Subsection  (c)  specifically  excepts  the  functions  to  be  performed 
by  the  Postmaster  General  under  title  II  except  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  and  except  for  applicable  labor  standards  pro¬ 
visions — from  the  various  statutes  which  require  specific  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  appropriations  by  Congress  for  the  acquisition  or  disposal  of 
real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space  for  the 
Government. 

Section  208  restricts  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
enter  into  lease  purchase  agreements  and  term  lease  agreements 
under  title  II  to  a  period  beginning  with  the  date  of  enactment  and 
ending  10  years  thereafter. 

Section  209  requires  the  Postmaster  General  to  include  in  his 
annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  which  he  has  conducted 
pursuant  to  title  II  during  the  year  covered  by  such  report. 

)  Section  210  provides  that  title  II  may  be  cited  as  the  “Post  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953.” 

Reports  of  the  Postmaster  General  and  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istrator,  favoring  enactment  of  H.  R.  6342,  are  set  forth  below: 

Post  Office  Department, 

Office  of  the  Postmaster  General, 

Washington  25,  D.  C.,  July  17,  1953. 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Reference  is  made  to  your  request  for  a  report  on  H.  R. 
6342,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1849  to  authorize  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the 
construction  of  certain  public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts; 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office 
purposes;  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  provisions  contained  in  this  measure  are  the  result  of  extended  study  and 
discussion  between  representatives  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  General 
Accounting  Office,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Post  Office  Department.  This 
measure  has  grown  out  of  recommendations  made  from  many  viewpoints. 

Title  I  of  the  bill  relates  to  matters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Administrator 
ol  General  Services. 

This  title  provides,  in  substance,  for  the  acquisition  of  title  to  real  property  and 

)the  construction  of  public  buildings  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  by 
means  of  lease-purchase  agreements  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government,  except  accommodations  for  activities  of  the  Post  Office 
Department.  This  authority  would  be  included  in  a  new  section  411  to  be  added 
to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (approved  June  16,  1949;  63  Stat.  176). 

The  exception  with  respect  to  accommodations  for  activities  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  is  necessary  to  leave  the  Postmaster  General  unhampered  in  the 
performance  of  the  functions  vested  in  him  by  title  II  of  the  bill.  However, 
under  the  authority  contained  in  subsection  (g)  of  new  section  411  of  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949,  the  Postmaster  General  is  vested  with  authority 
to  utilize  the  services  of  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  in  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  property  for  postal  purposes,  when  this  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  Government.  Such  authority,  of  course,  is  necessary  to  enable  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  procure  space  for  postal  purposes  in  general  purpose  Federal 
buildings. 

Title  II  o'  the  bill  relates  to  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  is  to  authorize  the  Postmaster  General 
to  enter  into  two  types  of  leaseholds  (lease-purchase  and  term-lease  agreements), 
not  presently  permissive,  in  the  procurement  of  space  to  be  used  exclusively 
by  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Historically,  the  Post  Office  Department  has  obtained  its  space  needs  through 
Government  construction  or  by  rental  of  privately  owned  space.  With  no 


8 


AMEND  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  194  9 


Federal  construction  of  postal  space  since  1941,  the  ever-expanding  need  for  the 
several  types  of  modern  postal  facilities  has  been  met  through  renting  or  leasing 
from  private  ownership.  With  no  appropriations  for  Government  post-office 
construction  apparent  in  the  foreseeable  future  the  necessity  for  leasing  of  postal 
facilities  will  continue  and  increase. 

In  the  interest  of  better  leasing  and  rental  economy  it  is  imperatively  important 
that  the  Postmaster  General  be  given  every  device,  tool,  and  technique  commonly 
in  present  use  by  private  business  whereby  there  may  be  negotiated  the  most 
advantageous  leasehold  for  the  United  States  Government. 

The  provisions  contained  in  title  II  of  this  measure,  which  are  the  result  of 
extended  study  and  discussion  between  this  Department  and  representatives 
of  the  General  Services  Administration,  General  Accounting  Office,  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  will  vest  authority  over  the  procurement  of  space  to  be 
used  exclusively  for  postal  purposes  in  the  Post  Office  Department,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  which  is  held  responsible  to  the  Congress  for  the  efficient  and  economical 
operation  of  the  mail  service  of  the  United  States. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  title,  this  Department  will  be  in  a  position  to  provide 
much-needed  space  and  modern  facilities  either  by  lease-purchase  agreements 
whereby  the  title  to  the  property  will  vest  in  the  United  States  at  the  end  of  the 
lease  term,  or,  if  more  advantageous  to  the  Government,  to  provide  such  space 
through  term-lease  agreements.  This  will  enable  the  Department  to  take  ad-^ 
vantage  of  competitive  open-market  construction  of  buildings  for  postal  purposes;! 
take  advantage  of  long-term  amortization;  take  advantage  of  the  use  of  private^ 
capital;  and  obtain  control  of  the  best  sites  available  for  the  purpose  desired  and 
thus  eliminate  option  speculation. 

There  is  no  conflict  or  inconsistency  between  the  provisions  of  title  I  and  title 
II.  To  the  contrary,  they  present  the  complete  authority  necessary  for  a  well- 
rounded  procurement  program.  Title  I  will  provide  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  with  modern  tools,  and  title  II  will  provide  the  Postmaster  General  with 
modern  tools.  Both  titles  will  eliminate  duplication  and  conflict  in  operation 
and  will  provide  flexibility  for  cooperation  between  the  two  departments. 

It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the  savings  that  will  result  from  the  enactment  of 
this  measure.  However,  it  is  believed  that  the  enactment  of  this  measure  will 
result  in  substantial  savings  to  the  Government. 

This  Department  strongly  favors  this  legislation  and  urges  the  early  enactment 
of  this  measure. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  it,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
favois  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Arthur  E.  Summerfield, 

Postmaster  General. 


General  Services  Administration, 

Washington  25,  D.  C.,  July  17,  1953. 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington  25,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Dondero:  Reference  is  made  to  your  request  of  July  16,  1953,  for 
an  expression  of  the  views  of  this  Administration  on  H.  R.  6342,  to  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other 
purposes. 

As  you  know,  this  Administration  has  urged  the  enactment  of  other  bills 
containing  similar  provisions  in  this  and  previous  sessions  of  the  Congress,  both 
in  writing  (e.  g.,  letter  to  you  of  April  23,  1953,  commenting  on  H.  R.  3702)  and 
by  oral  testimony  of  its  representatives  before  committees  which  have  had  such 
legislation  under  consideration. 

We  have  carefully  reviewed  H.  R.  6342,  which  would  incorporate  in  one  bill 
provisions  relating  to  the  General  Services  Administration  and  the  Post  Office 
Department  that  have  hitherto  been  the  subject  of  separate  legislative  proposals, 
and  strongly  advocate  its  enactment  in  substantially  its  present  form.  The 
“single  package”  legislation  is,  in  my  opinion,  most  desirable,  and  the  provisions 
of  both  titles  are  entirely  satisfactory  to  this  Administration  with  the  one 
exception  noted  below. 
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Title  I  of  the  bill,  relating  to  this  Administration,  is  drafted  as  an  amendment 
to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949.  It  would  seem  preferable  that  this  title, 
like  title  II  relating  to  the  Post  Office  Department,  be  enacted  as  independent 
legislation.  While  the  exercise  of  the  lease-purchase  authority  would  result 
ultimately  in  the  acquisition  of  title  to  buildings  constructed  by  private  enter¬ 
prise,  the  method  of  providing  such  buildings  is  quite  different  from  that  con¬ 
templated  in  the  1949  and  other  public  buildings  acts,  which  authorized  programs 
for  acquisition  of  sites  for  buildings  to  be  constructed  by  the  Government.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  it  is  my  belief  that  the  proposal  is  of  sufficient  importance  and  has 
sufficient  merit  to  warrant  enactment  in  the  form  of  independent  statutory 
authority  for  this  Administration  as  for  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  informally  advised  that  it  favors  the  enactment 
of  H.  R.  6342  and  has  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Russell  Forbes, 
Acting  Administrator . 


Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  proposed  by  the  bill  are 
)  shown  in  parallel  columns  as  follows: 

Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  105,  81st  Cong.) 


Existing  Law 


Sec.  411.  All  Acts  and  parts  of  Acts 
inconsistent  or  in  conflict  with  the 
foregoing  provisions  are  hereby  repealed 
to  the  extent  of  such  inconsistency  or 
conflict. 


) 


New  Language 

public  buildings  purchase  contract 
ACT  OF  1953 

Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  determines 
that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the 
permanent  activities  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  any  particular  area  can¬ 
not  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any 
existing  property  suitable  for  the  purpose 
then  owned  by  the  Government,  and 
(2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  will  be  served  by  taking  action 
hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to 
obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accom¬ 
modation  of  activities  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  several  States,  the  District 
of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and 
possessions  of  the  United  States  (in¬ 
cluding  Guam),  except  for  the  accom¬ 
modation  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office 
Department,  by  negotiating  and  enter¬ 
ing  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms 
of  which  shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor 
more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which 
shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to 
the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United 
States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the 
contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of 
the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in 
each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such 
terms  and  conditions  shall  include  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  application  to  the  purchase 
price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment 
payments  made  thereunder  including 
provision  for  the  exchange  of  surplus 
real  property  or  real  property  which 
may  become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such 
agreement,  where  the  Administrator 
determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the 
Government  in  economy  and  efficiency 
of  operation  will  be  served. 
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Existing  Law  New  Language 

(b)  The  Administrator  of  General 
Services  is  authorized  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  in  this  section  with 
respect  to  existing  properties,  including 
those  for  w7hich  conversions,  additions, 
extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  re¬ 
quired,  and  properties  upon  which  con¬ 
struction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected 
in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 
purchase  contracts. 

(c)  The  Administrator  of  General 
Services  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  any  person,  copartner¬ 
ship,  corporation,  or  other  public  or 
private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the 
purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further 
authorized  to  bring  about  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under 
the  control  of  the  General  Services  Ad-  A 
ministration  including  the  demolition  of  ^ 
obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situ¬ 
ated  thereon,  by  providing  for  the  con¬ 
struction  thereon  by  others  of  such 
structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the 
subject  of  the  applicable  purchase  con¬ 
tracts. 

(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall 
include  such  provisions  as  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services,  in  his  discre¬ 
tion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  United  States  and  appropriate 
to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obliga¬ 
tions  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties 
that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with 
the  United  States:  Provided,  That  no 
such  agreement  may  provide  for  the 
payment  by  the  United  States  in  pur¬ 
suance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys  in 
an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of 
15  per  centum  of  the  appraised  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date 
of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of 
property  w7here  construction  shall  not  _ 
have  been  completed  at  that  date  in  M 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair™ 
market  value  at  the  date  of  completion 
of  such  construction. 

(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract 
agreement  calling  for  the  expenditure 
of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum  shall 
be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it 
has  been  submitted,  thirty  days  prior 
to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of 
the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  for  appro¬ 
priate  reference  to  committees. 

(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available 
for  the  payment  of  rent  and  related 
charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  or  to  any  other  agency 
of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may 
be  utilized  by  the  Administrator  of 


AMEND  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  194  9 


11 


Existing  Law  New  Language 

General  Services  to  make  payments  be¬ 
coming  due  from  time  to  time  from  the 
United  States  as  current  charges  in 
connection  with  agreements  entered 
into  under  authority  of  this  section: 
Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may  be 
expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the 
property  covered  by  any  such  agree¬ 
ment  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  con¬ 
tract  term  specified  therein  (whether 
by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or 
otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific 
appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisi¬ 
tion,  which  appropriations  are  hereby 
authorized:  Provided  further,  That  the 
value  of  any  Government  real  property 
to  be  exchanged  under  any  such  agree¬ 
ment  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of 
exchange  to  the  payments  to  be  made 
by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  Government  real 
property  to  be  exchanged  may  be  cred¬ 
ited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is 
exchanged,  except  that  where  the 
amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount 
of  the  purchase  price,  the  amount  of  the 
remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953,  be 
covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts 
of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

(g)  When  requested  by  the  Post¬ 
master  General,  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  is  hereby  authorized 
to  exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him 
by  this  section  (1)  to  acquire  property 
for  postal  purposes,  or  (2)  to  provide 
space  for  postal  purposes  in  buildings 
acquired  under  this  section  for  other 
purposes. 

(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in 
real  property  acquired  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall  be 
subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until 
title  to  the  same  shall  pass  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States. 

(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  this  section  and  the  applica¬ 
tion  thereof  to  other  persons  or  circum¬ 
stances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

(j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 
175),  shall  apply  to  purchase  contact 
agreements  entered  into  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  except  that  any  such  agreement 
may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect 
after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of 
an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with 
respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the 
property  described  therein. 
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(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  sections  3733, 
3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C. 
12,  14);  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 
1877  (19  Stat.  370;  40  V.  S.  C.  34);  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1935,  as 
amended  (60  Stat.  257;  40  U.  S.  C. 
304c);  section  407  of  this  Act;  and  any 
other  provision  of  law  (except  applicable 
labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to 
the  acquisition  of  real  property,  con¬ 
struction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of 
space,  shall  not  apply  to  purchase 
contract  agreements  executed  under  this 
section. 

o 
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83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  301 

H.  R.  6342 

[Report  No.  875] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  16, 1953 

Mr.  McGregor  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 

J  uly  17, 1953 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts ;  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes. 

< 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES 

4  ADMINISTRATION 

5  Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended 

6  by  (1)  redesignating  section  411  thereof  as  section  412, 
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and  (2)  inserting,  immediately  after  section  410  thereof, 
the  following  new  section : 

“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  Genera] 
Services  determines  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the 
permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  par¬ 
ticular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 
property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will 
be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of 
activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States  (including  Guam) ,  except  for  the  accommoda¬ 
tion  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiat¬ 
ing  and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such 
terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment 
payments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for  the  ex¬ 
change  of  surplus  real  property  or  real  property  which  may 
become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the 
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Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be 
served. 

“  (b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with 

respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con- 

% 

versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  re¬ 
quired,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be 
subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 
purchase  contracts. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person,  copartnership, 
corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate 
any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  including  the  demolition  of 
obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon,  by  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase 
contracts. 

“(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such 
provisions  as  the  Administrator  of  General  Services,  in  his 
discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
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obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter 
into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the 
United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys 
in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date 
of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date 
of  completion  of  such  construction. 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  calling 
for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum  shall 
be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  submitted, 
thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
for  appropriate  reference  to  committees. 

“(f)  Punds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or  to 
any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  make  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current 
charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under 
authority  of  this  section :  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may 
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be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered 
by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract 
term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  pur¬ 
chase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation 
of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  arer 
hereby  authorized:  Provided  further,  That  the  value  of  any 
Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  such 
agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  Government  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that 
where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided 
in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act 
of  1953,  be  covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

“(g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to 
exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  section  (1)  to 
acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or  ( 2 )  to  provide  space 
for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section 
for  other  purposes. 

“(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property 
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1  acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall 

2  be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 

3  pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

4  “(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application 

5  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 

6  remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application  thereof  to  other 

7  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

8  “(j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and 

9  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949.  and  section  355  of  the 

10  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall 

11  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into  under  this 

12  section,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into 

13  and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 

14  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 

15  validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

16  “(2)  Except  as  provided  paragraph  (1)  of  this 

17  subsection,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 

18  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 

19  14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 

20  40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1935, 

21  as  amended  (60  Stat.  257;  40  U.  S.  C.  304c)  ;  section  407 

22  of  this  Act;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  appli- 

23  cable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  of 

24  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space, 
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shall  not  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  executed 
under  this  section.” 

Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 
the  program  authorized  by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be 
required  from  time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Build¬ 
ings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1953”. 

TITLE  II— POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement 
existing  provisions  of  law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal 
purposes  by  providing  authorization  for  the  acquisition  by 
the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space  through  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements  under  which  the 
United  States  will  obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and 
will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in  the  case  of  lease- 

purchase  agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  de- 

% 

scribed  therein  at  or  prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed 
therein.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the 
program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this  title  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as 
may  be  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  postal  service. 
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Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  de¬ 
termines  that  (1)  there  is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for 
postal  purposes  in  any  particular  area  which  cannot  be  satis¬ 
fied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the 
purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  the  receipts  of 
the  post  office  serving  such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year, 
and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served 
by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  ob¬ 
tain  and  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  struc¬ 
tures  of  permanent-type  construction  in  the  several  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions 
of  the  United  States  (including  Guam),  by  negotiating  and 
entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements. 
Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  ap¬ 
plication  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  rental 
payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any  such 
agreement  may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the 
fair  market  value  on  the  date  of  such  agreement  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  described  therein.  The  financial  transactions  of  the 
Post  Office  Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-purchase 
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1  agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting  and  auditing 

2  requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Financial  Control 

3  Act  of  1950  (Act  of  August  17,  1950,  ch.  735,  Eighty-first 

4  Congress,  second  session). 

5  (b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  exercise 

6  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing 

7  properties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions, 

8  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 

9  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 

10  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agree- 

11  ments. 

12  (c)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into 

13  agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 

14  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the 

15  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 

16  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  pur- 

17  chased  by  the  United  States  for  postal  purposes,  including 

18  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situate 

19  thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others 

20  of  such  structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of 

21  the  applicable  lease-purchase  agreement. 

22  (d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include 

23  such  provisions  as  the  Postmaster  General,  in  his  discretion, 

24  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States 

25  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations 
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imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such 
agreement  with  the  United  States. 

(e)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized 
by  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  any  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  in 
pursuance  of  lease-purchase  agreements  entered  into  under 
the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided ,  That  no  such  funds 
may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
covered  by  any  lease-purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  leasehold  term  specified  therein  (whether 
by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence 
of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which 
appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to — 

(1)  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agreements  with 
any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public 
or  private  entity,  on  such  terms  as  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  deems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States,  for  the  erection  by  such  lessor  of  such  buildings 

and  improvements  for  postal  purposes  as  the  Postmaster 

/ 

General  deems  appropriate,  on  lands  sold,  leased,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster  General  to,  or 
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otherwise  acquired  by,  such  person,  copartnership,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  public  or  private  entity; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  without  regard  to  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Act  of  June  30, 
1949,  ch.  288,  Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session),  as 
amended — 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease, 
donation,  or  otherwise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he 
shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States,  real  property  and  interests  therein, 
for  use  for  postal  purposes ;  and 

(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests 
therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms 
as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States. 

(b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by 

A 

the  Postmaster  General  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he 
enters  into  any  lease-purchase  or  lease  agreement  under 
authority  of  this  title,  include  in  such  agreement  a  provision 
for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compen- 
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sate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 
property. 

Sec.  205.  Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from 
sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired  in  the 
performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  functions 
vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current 
applicable  appropriation  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the  purposes  of 
this  title. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  all  real  property  purchased 
by  him  under  authority  of  this  title. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (50  U.  S.  O.  175),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition 
in  fee  simple  of  real  property  under  this  title,  except  that 
any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire  real  property  under 
this  title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after 
request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  real 
property  described  therein. 

(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  C.  5) ,  shall  apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  by  lease-purchase  agreements,  under  authority  of 
section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease  agreements 
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entered  into  under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section 
203  (a)  of  this  title. 

(c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
this  section,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  0.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except 
applicable  labor  standards  provisions )  relating  to  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or 
leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions 
performed  by  the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  208.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this 
title  later  than  a  date  ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  title. 

Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his 
annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  conducted  during 
the  applicable  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Post  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953”. 
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83i>  Congress 
1st  Session 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Report 
No.  885 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  6342 


July  20,  1953. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  344] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  344,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  1 1 4 

H.  RES.  344 

[Report  No.  885] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  20, 1953 

Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adoption  of  this 

2  resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve 

3  itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 

4  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  hill  (H.  R.  6342) 

5  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 

6  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to 
I  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 

8  public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts; 

9  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease 
1°  quarters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes, 

11  and  all  points  of  order  against  said  bill  or  any  provisions 

12  contained  in  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That  after  general 
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debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not 
to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question  shall 
be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 
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83n  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

(  Report 

1st  Session  j 

(  No.  614 

AUTHORIZING  THE  ADMINISTRATOR  OF  GENERAL  SERVICES  AND 
THE  POSTMASTER  GENERAL  TO  ENTER  INTO  BUILDINGS- 
PURCHASE  CONTRACTS;  TO  EXTEND  THE  AUTHORITY  OF  THE 
POSTMASTER  GENERAL  TO  LEASE  SPACE  FOR  POST-OFFICE 
PURPOSES 


July  23,  (legislative  clay,  July  G),  1953. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Dirksen,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

submitted  the  following 

R  E  P  O  R  T 

[To  accompany  S.  2457] 

The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  having  considered  an 
original  bill  (S.  2457)  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  and  the  Postmaster  General  to  enter  into  lease-purchase 
agreements  to  provide  for  the  lease  to  the  United  States  of  real 
property  and  structures  for  terms  of  not  less  than  10  nor  more  than 
25  years,  and  for  acquisition  of  title  to  such  properties  and  structures 
by  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  lease  terms,  and 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  space  for 
post-office  purposes,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  favorably  thereon, 
and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

The  subject  bill  is  reported  in  lieu  of  a  similar  proposal,  S.  690, 
which  is  being  indefinitely  postponed,  with  certain  changes,  including 
proposed  amendments  to  S.  690  by  Senators  Mundt,  Humphrey,  and 
Dirksen.  The  bill  as  reported,  while  incorporating  all  the  general 
provisions  of  S.  690,  contains  the  following  additional  provisions;  (a) 
perfects  certain  language  changes  to  conform  to  recommendations 
made  by  the  General  Services  Administration  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget;  ( b )  changes  the  term  of  lease-purchase  agreements  authorized 
by  the  bill  (from  8  to  25  years)  to  10  to  25  years;  (c)  provides  for  the 
exchange  of  surplus  or  real  property  which  may  become  surplus  as  a 
result  of  lease-purchase  agreements,  where  the  Administrator  de¬ 
termines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Government  in  economy  and 
efficiency  of  operation  will  be  served;  ( d )  makes  any  interest  in  real 
property  acquired  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  untd  title  vests  in 


26006 


2  EXTEND  THE  AUTHORITY  OF  THE  POSTMASTER  GENERAL 

the  Government;  and  (e)  makes  labor-standards  provisions  of  existing 
law  applicable  in  relation  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  con¬ 
struction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space. 

The  substitute  bill  would  further  authorize  (title  II)  the  Postmaster 
General  to  acquire  necessary  space  through  the  execution  of  lease- 
purchase  and  other  agreements,  under  which  the  United  States  will 
obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and  title  to  the  property  at  or 
prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed  therein.  It  would  also  extend 
authority  to  the  Postmaster  General  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease 
agreements  to  supplement  authority  already  provided  under  existing 
law,  authorizing  payment  of  rents  from  funds  available  to  the  Post 
Office  Department  for  such  purposes. 

In  addition,  the  bill  incorporates  an  amendment,  proposed  by 
Senator  Mundt  and  approved  by  the  committee,  which  endeavors  to 
eliminate  the  necessity  of  predetermining  problems  of  committee 
jurisdiction,  by  eliminating  a  requirement  that  proposed  purchase- 
contract  agreements  exceeding  $50,000  per  annum  be  submitted,  30 
days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  Committees  on  Government 
Operations,  by  providing  that  such  agreements  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  for  appropriate  reference  to  committees.  An  amendment 
proposed  by  Senator  Dirksen  to  S.  690,  changing  the  title  and  first 
section  of  the  original  bill  (which  proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949)  is  also 
included.  The  new  bill  would  authorize  the  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments  under  a  special  act. 

These  latter  two  amendments  were  approved  by  the  committee  with 
a  view  to  overcoming  objections  made  on  the  part  of  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works  to  the  inclusion  in  the  original  bill  of  a  section  which 
would  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act, 
and  would  have  required  reference  of  such  agreements  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Government  Operations  of  the  House  and  Senate.  The 
new  bill  would  amend  no  existing  act,  but  would  enact  a  new  Federal 
Buildings  Purchase-Contract  Act  of  1953,  and  a  new  Post  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953,  and  authorize  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  refer  pro¬ 
posed  purchase  contracts  or  lease-purchase  agreements  submitted 
under  authority  of  the  act  to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
respective  Houses  for  consideration  30  days  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  such  agreements. 


HISTORY  AND  BACKGROUND 

A  bill  (H.  R.  6342),  in  many  respects  similar  to  the  subject  bill,  has 
been  reported  in  the  House  of  Representatives  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  The  language  of  H.  R.  6342  is  in  general  accord  with 
the  objectives  of  the  original  bills  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  in  the  82d  Congress  (S.  1621  and  S.  2137)  and 
approved  in  the  House  of  Representatives  (H.  R.  4323).  Its  objec¬ 
tives  are  also  identical  to  the  bill  S.  690,  which  was  reported  from  this 
committee  on  June  2, 1953,  except  that  the  House  bill  would  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949.  Since  the  Public  Buildings  Service  is 
a  part  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  and  the  bill  vests  no 
functions  in  any  official  other  than  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv- 
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ices  and  the  Postmaster  General,  it  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that 
it  would  be  inappropriate  that  the  bill  should  amend  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  1949,  with  the  implication  that  functions  prescribed 
in  the  bill  would  be  vested  in  a  subordinate  official  of  the  GSA.  It  is 
understood  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  General  Services 
Administration,  in  their  desire  to  avoid  any  conflicts  relating  to  com¬ 
mittee  jurisdiction  problems,  favor  the  approach  contained  in  the  sub¬ 
ject  bill. 

This  measure  has  been  developed  and  sponsored  by  this  committee, 
and  ever}-  possible  effort  has  been  made  to  get  favorable  action  in  the 
Congress.  In  this  instance  an  issue  has  been  raised  to  the  effect  that 
the  proposed  lease-purchase  program  is  essentially  a  public-works 
project.  The  primary  objective  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  has  been  from  the  beginning  to  lessen  the  need  for  Federal 
public-works  projects  in  connection  with  the  procurement  of  space. 
The  major  features  of  the  bill  are  the  procurement  of  space  for  Federal 
agencies  through  its  General  Services  Administration,  created  for  that 
specific  purpose,  and  a  buildings-management  program.  These  func¬ 
tions  are  vested  in  the  General  Services  Administration,  a  service 
organization.  One  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  the  program  is  to 
devise  a  method  by  which  the  Government  will  not  have  to  further 
increase  the  national  debt  through  the  construction  of  necessary 
buildings  required  by  the  various  agencies  of  the  Government.  The 
bill  would  permit  agreements  with  local  interests  to  provide  Federal 
buildings  and  space  required  by  the  Government  on  Government 
specifications.  These  structures  will  then  be  leased  to  the  General 
Services  Administration  for  the  allocation  of  space  to  agencies  active 
in  the  area  in  which  the  building  is  erected. 

Title  II  of  the  subject  bill  provides  the  same  general  authority  to 
the  Postmaster  General  as  that  vested  by  title  I  in  the  General  Services 
Administrator,  and  extends  certain  authority  of  tne  Postmaster 
General  to  lease  space  for  post-office  purposes.  The  substance  of 
this  title  was  introduced  in  the  82d  Congress  following  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  the  original  bill  (S.  1621)  on  June  8,  1951,  as  a  companion 
bill.  This  proposal  was  considered  by  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  during  the  past  Congress,  and  is  a  matter  that 
•clearly  comes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  committee  since  it  in¬ 
volves  the  procurement  of  space  to  be  utilized  by  the  Post  Office 
Department  in  connection  with  its  operations.  This  title  is  included 
in  this  bill  only  because  it  is  understood  that  the  administration 
prefers  that  the  program  be  fully  coordinated.  The  title  was  written 
as  a  coordinated  project  by  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  the  General  Services  Administration,  Post  Office  Department, 
and  the  General  Accounting  Office,  all  of  whom  agreed  that  the  legis¬ 
lation  should  be  incorporated  in  a  single  bill.  It  is  understood  also 
that,  in  the  House,  title  II  was  made  part  of  the  general  bill  at  the 
instance  of  the  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  which  committee  had  reported  a  very  similar  bill  in 
the  previous  Congress.  It  is  similar  in  many  respects  to  a  bill  passed 
by  the  Congress  during  the  82d  Congress  (after  a  compromise  had 
been  reached  by  committees  involved  in  a  jurisdictional  dispute  in 
regard  to  that  bill),  with  certain  technical  changes  worked  out  by 
representatives  of  the  department  and  agencies  involved. 
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This  committee  recognizes  the  jurisdiction  that  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  might  have  over  title  II, 
but  it  is  hoped  that  in  the  interest  of  expedition  and  because  of  the 
importance  of  this  legislation,  that  committee  will  see  fit  to  go  along, 
particularly  since  it  acted  on  similar  legislation  in  the  last  Congress. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT  AND  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  for  periods  of  not 
less  than  10  years  or  more  than  25  years,  for  acquisition  of  real 
property  for  permanent  space  requirements  of  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  the  Government  would  be  authorized 
to  apply  funds  appropriated  for  rent  payments  toward  the  ultimate 
purchase  of  the  real  property  or  structures  concerned.  Existing 
statutory  limitations  on  annual  rent  payments  of  15  percent  of  the 
fair  market  value  would  be  maintained.  Title  would  be  acquired  by 
the  Government  at  the  expiration  of  the  designated  lease  period,  with 
the  rental  paid,  including  interest,  taxes,  and  so  forth,  constituting 
the  total  purchase  price. 

Title  I  of  the  bill  would  permit  the  Government  to  procure  space 
for  permanent  agencies  in  communities  throughout  the  United  States 
where  it  is  clearly  established  that  due  to  continuing  Federal  activities 
in  such  areas  the  space  will  be  fully  utilized  in  the  conduct  of  Govern¬ 
ment  business.  The  General  Services  Administration  would  be  vested 
with  the  authority  to  reallocate  space  in  buildings  purchased  under 
such  contracts  to  meet  changing  agency  needs,  thus  insuring  con¬ 
tinuous  and  full  utilization  of  facilities  procured. 

The  provisions  of  the  bill  would  enable  the  Federal  Government  to 
acquire  office  and  other  space  under  private-construction  programs  at 
low  rates  of  interest  over  an  extended  period  within  appropriations  to 
Federal  agencies  now  provided  for  the  payment  of  rent.  Its  enact¬ 
ment  would  tend  to  eliminate  high  recurring  rents  necessary  under 
present  short-term  lease  contracts.  Private  investment  firms,  insur¬ 
ance  companies,  and  local  banking  institutions  would  be  encouraged 
to  provide  necessary  construction  funds  under  such  a  guaranty  against 
loss  and  assurance  of  a  fair  return  on  investments  over  an  extended 
period  of  years.  Another  advantage  is  that  properties  involved  would 
continue  to  be  subject  to  local  taxes  during  the  period  of  such  leases. 
The  Government  would  recover  much  of  these  investments  through 
acquisition  of  title  to  the  properties  under  contract  at  the  expiration 
of  the  lease  period. 

Title  II  of  the  bill  vests  similar  authority  in  the  Postmaster  General, 
and  extends  certain  authority  to  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  space 
for  post-office  purposes.  An  analysis  of  the  provisions  of  both  titles 
is  included  in  another  section  of  this  report. 

The  bill,  if  enacted  into  law,  would  provide  the  Federal  Government 
with  authority  to  initiate  necessary  building  programs  to  meet  its 
increasing  requirements  for  office  and  other  space  in  the  various  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country,  without  the  necessity  of  initiating  public-works 
projects,  or  incurring  an  increase  in  the  public  debt.  It  would  also 
provide  standby  authority  under  which  such  programs  could  be  initi¬ 
ated  in  areas  where  present  space  facilities  are  inadequate,  and  result- 
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ing,  in  many  instances,  in  reductions  in  current  rent  payments.  It 
would  provide  a  medium  for  partial  alleviation  of  unemployment  inci¬ 
dent  to  any  recession  that  may  follow  possible  cutbacks  in  the  national- 
defense  program.  Its  full  implementation,  over  an  extended  period 
of  years,  would  promote  centralization  of  the  principal  Federal  services 
in  a  conveniently  located  area,  in  communities  where  Federal  activities 
are  extensive,  and  eliminate  existing  wide  dispersals  of  related  Federal 
offices  that  presently  cause  great  inconveniences  to  the  public. 

The  subject  bill  would  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
permanent  activities  of  the  Government,  both  in  and  outside  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  including,  upon  the  request  of  the  Postmaster 
General,  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiating  and 
entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements.  The  terms  of  these  agree¬ 
ments  are  not  to  be  less  than  10  or  more  than  25  years,  and  in  each 
case  they  would  provide  that  title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the 
United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  leasehold  term  and  upon 
the  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in  the  lease- 
purchase  agreement.  The  objective  is  to  permit  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  purchase  buildings  for  governmental  use  by  applying  rental 
payments  under  leases  against  the  purchase  price.  However,  the 
payments  which  would  be  made  by  the  Government  would  consist 
not  only  of  rental  in  the  strict  sense  of  that  term  but  would  also 
include  moneys  on  account  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  property  as 
well  as  payments  in  respect  to  interest,  taxes,  insurance,  etc. 

The  measure  would  enable  the  Government  to  procure  space  through 
private  construction  at  low  interest  rates,  within  appropriations  to 
Federal  agencies  for  payment  of  rent.  General  use  of  the  lease 
purchase  agreement  would,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  committee,  be 
something  new  in  Government  operations.  However,  it  is  appropriate 
to  note  that  authorization  for  application  of  the  lease-purchase 
principle  in  a  particular  instance  has  been  granted  by  the  Congress 
in  a  recent  enactment;  namely,  Public  Law  74  of  the  82d  Congress, 
approved  July  11,  1951,  and  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize  the  lease 
and  purchase  by  the  United  States  of  the  Young  Men’s  Christian 
Association  Building  and  premises  in  Phoenix,  Ariz.” 

With  the  constant  growth  of  the  Government,  additional  space  foi 
its  permanent  activities  is  presently  required  both  within  and  outside 
of  the  seat  of  government,  and  all  indications  point  to  progressive 
increase  of  such  requirements  in  the  future.  Historically,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  obtained  the  space  it  needs  either  through  construction  or 
by  rental  of  privately  owned  space  under  short-term  lease  agreements. 
The  result  has  been  that  the  Government  in  many  cases  lias  rented 
the  same  buildings  from  year  to  year  for  periods  as  long  as  40  to  50 
years,  paying  the  real  value  of  the  property  over  and  over  again. 
This  legislation  would  remedy  the  situation  by  allowing  contracts 
to  be  entered  into  with  private  industry,  covering  rent  and  normal 
carrying  charges,  but  under  which  ownership  of  the  property  would 
ultimately  vest  in  the  Government. 

The  United  States  for  a  number  of  years  has  been  in  a  rapidly 
expanding  economy,  accompanied  by  marked  increase  in  population. 
Office  and  other  building  construction  has  not  kept  apace  with  this 
development.  With  the  existing  high  costs  necessary  to  construct 
office  buildings,  private  enterprise  has  been  reluctant  to  go  ahead  with 
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new  construction.  Rentals  necessary  to  provide  a  reasonable  return 
thereon  are  much  in  excess  of  the  rentals  that  can  be  charged  on  build¬ 
ings  constructed  15  to  20  years  ago.  There  must  he  assurance  of 
continued  occupancy  for  a  period  of  years  in  order  to  offer  a  sound 
investment. 

The  Government  finds  itself  at  present  competing  with  private 
enterprise  for  space  at  increasingly  high  rentals.  These  rentals  in 
many  cases  have  reached  a  point  where,  if  applied  to  contracts  entered 
into  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  pending  bill,  they  would  be 
sufficient  to  permit  transfer  of  title  to  the  Government  in  from  10  to 
25  years.  It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  considerable  money  could 
be  saved  to  the  Government  by  virtue  of  the  proposed  legislation,  as 
contrasted  to  straight  short-term  leases  to  the  Government  at  the 
termination  of  which  it  would  have  nothing  by  way  of  title  to  the 
properties. 

An  important  feature  of  the  bill  is  the  authorization  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  by  the  meas¬ 
ure  with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con¬ 
versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and 
properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agreements. 
From  time  to  time  properties  become  available  at  reasonably  low 
prices  as  they  become  surplus  to  the  owners’  use.  Often  these  prop¬ 
erties  can  be  converted  and  remodeled  so  as  to  make  satisfactory 
quarters  for  the  Government.  This  is  particularly  true  of  warehouses 
and  semioffice  buildings,  and  in  cases  where  the  business  center  of  a 
city  has  shifted  and  a  considerable  reduction  in  real-estate  values  occurs 
in  the  location  of  the  former  center. 

Subsection  (c)  is  also  important  in  that  it  would  authorize  the 
Administrator  to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of 
any  land  owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration.  From  time  to  time  properties  have 
been  purchased  throughout  the  United  States,  and  are  valuable  and 
should  be  improved.  That  end  could  be  economically  attained  under 
the  authorization  proposed  by  subsection  (c). 

Subsection  (d)  embodies  a  limitation  to  the  effect  that  no  lease- 
purchase  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the  United 
States  of  moneys  in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  covered  by 
the  agreement.  This  provision,  which  is  in  line  with  the  inhibition 
contained  in  section  322  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1932  (the  so-called 
Economy  Act),  conforms  to  the  intent  of  the  bill,  that  the  lease- 
purchase  agreements  shall  be  long-term  in  character.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  this  provision  would  not  only  operate  as  a 
salutary  check  on  administrative  discretion,  but  would  also  make 
financing  that  much  more  attractive  to  interested  investors.  The 
committee  recommended  that  the  15-percent  limitation  shall  apply  to 
the  appraised  fair  market  value,  it  being  the  understanding  of  the 
committee  that  the  appraisals  will  be  made  by  the  General  Services 
Administration,  and  that  that  Administration  will  make  its  determi¬ 
nations  of  fair  market  value  in ‘accordance  with  the  general  practices 
now  prevailing  with  reference  to  the  acquisition  to  public  property. 

Subsection  (e)  of  title  I  would  require  that  each  proposed  lease- 
purchase  agreement  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000 
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per  annum  be  submitted,  30  days  prior  to  its  proposed  effective  date, 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  for  appropriate  reference  to  committees.  Because 
of  the  broad  discretionary  authority  vested  in  the  General  Services 
Administrator  under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  and  the  impact  its 
exercise  may  have  on  real  property  throughout  the  country,  the  com¬ 
mittee  agreed  that  examination  of  each  lease-purchase  agreement 
should  be  made  by  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  before 
they  become  effective. 

In  inserting  this  subsection  in  the  bill  the  committee  was  of  the 
opinion  that  sufficient  authority  would  be  vested  in  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services  to  permit  him  to  obtain  options  on  property  under 
a  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement,  when  he  finds  such  procurement 
is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Government,  in  order  to  permit  of  exami¬ 
nation  of  the  agreement  by  these  committees  before  a  final  contract 
is  executed. 

Subsection  (f)  would  authorize  payments  becoming  due  from  the 
)  Government  as  current  charges  in  connection  with  lease-purchase 
agreements  to  be  made  from  appropriated  funds  available  for  the 
payment  of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises.  It  is  provided, 
however,  that  no  such  funds  may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title 
to  the  property  covered  by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  the  leasehold  term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option 
to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of 
funds  for  such  acquisition.  Such  appropriations  would  be  expressly 
authorized,  subject  to  approval  by  the  Appropriations  Committees 
of  the  Congress. 

It  further  provided  that  the  value  of  any  Government  real  property 
to  be  exchanged  under  any  such  agreement  may  be  credited  at  the 
time  of  exchange  to  the  payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States 
and  that  the  real  property  to  be  exchanged  may  be  credited  in  whole 
or  in  part  to  the  purchase  price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  ex¬ 
changed,  except  that  where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real 
property  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price 
the' remainder  to  be  covered  inta  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States. 

.  Subsection  (g)  authorizes  the  Administrator  of  General  Services, 
'when  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  to  exercise  the  authority 
vested  in  him  to  acquire  property  for  postal  services  or  to  provide 
space  for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section 
for  other  purposes. 

Subsection  (li)  requires  that  any  interest  in  real  property  acquired 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  shall  be  subject  to  State  and  local 
taxes  until  title  is  vested  in  the  Government. 

Subsection  (j)  is  divided  into  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  Paragraph 
(1)  would  make  section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  which  requires  that  all  purchases  and 
contracts  for  supplies  and  services  shall  be  made  by  advertising  except 
for  certain  specified  classes  and  situations  where  negotiation  without 
advertising  is  permissible,  apply  to  lease-purchase  agreements  exe¬ 
cuted  under  the  authority  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

This  paragraph  woidd  also  make  applicable  to  such  agreements 
section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  requiring  the  written  opinion  of 
the  Attorney  General  to  be  had  in  favor  of  validity  of  title  to  land 
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proposed  for  purchase  by  the  United  States  for  purposes  of  construc¬ 
tion  in  advance  of  expenditure  of  public  money,  but  sets  forth  an 
exception  to  the  effect  that  any  lease-purchase  agreement  may  be 
executed  and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an 
opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title 
to  the  property  described  therein.  In  connection  with  this  exception, 
it  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  provision  should  be  admin¬ 
istered  on  the  basis  that  validity  of  title  is  to  be  established  within  a 
period  of  1  year  from  the  date  of  each  lease-purchase  agreement,  and 
that  the  Federal  Government’s  expenditures  during  the  intervening 
period  would  be  adequately  protected  in  the  event  title  was  not  clear. 

The  flexible  and  convenient  mode  of  acquisition  of  space  provided 
for  in  the  bill  could  not  be  put  into  effect  without  the  exceptions 
specified  in  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (j)  from  certain  restrictions 
imposed  by  existing  statutes,  summarization  of  which  follows:  Section 
3734  of  the  Revised  Statues,  as  amended,  provides  that  no  money 
shall  be  paid  nor  contracts  made  for  payment  for  any  site  for  a  public^ 
building  in  excess  of  the  specific  appropriation  therefor.  Section  373(f 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  to  the  effect  that  there  shall  be  no  purchase 
of  land  for  the  United  States  without  specific  congressional  author¬ 
ization.  Section  1  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1877,  provides  that  no  lease 
shall  be  made  in  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the  Government  with¬ 
out  an  appropriation  therefor.  Section  4  of  the  act  of  June  14,  1946, 
as  amended,  and  section  407  of  the  act  of  June  16,  1949,  as  amended, 
respectively  limit  the  procurement  of  space  by  lease  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  for  the  housing  of  Federal  agencies  to 
periods  not  in  excess  of  5  years  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  to  periods  not  in  excess  of  1  year  in  the  District.  Paragraph  (2) 
of  subsection  (j)  concludes  with  a  “catchall”  exception  from  any  other 
provision  of  law  relating  to  acquisition  of  real  property,  construction 
of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  subject  to  the  specific  provisions  of 
the  proposed  legislation. 

The  bill,  as  reported  by  the  committee,  has  the  approval  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  General  Services  Administration,  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  and  a  majority  of  the  departments  and  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government.  During  the  82d  'Congress,  considerable 
time  and  study  were  devoted  to  clarifying  the  original  committee  bill- 
in  line  with  a  number  of  specific,  amendments  which  were  considered 
and  approved  by  the  committee,  in  consultation  with  the  legislative 
counsel  of  the  Senate,  and  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
the  General  Services  Administration,  and  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States. 

The  committee  regards  the  lease-purchase  procedures  and  objec¬ 
tives  set  forth  in  this  bill  to  be  a  constructive  step  toward  improving 
the  procurement  program  of  the  Government  in  providing  permanent 
office  and  warehouse  facilities  for  Federal  agencies  throughout  the 
country.  It  is  in  accord  with  the  objectives  set  forth  in  the  Hoover 
Commission’s  report  on  general  services  and  further  implements  the 
provisions  of  the  original  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act. 

The  committee  is  firmly  convinced  that  the  enactment  of  this  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  would  provide  a  sound  and  continuing  basis  for  the 
realization  of  economies  in  Government  in  its  property-management 
program,  and  a  further  important  step  toward  promoting  more 
efficiency  in  Government  operations. 
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TITLE  II 

This  title  was  inserted  in  H.  R.  6342,  as  reported  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  to  extend  authority  to  the  Postmaster  General  to 
enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  for  the  procurement  of  necessary 
post-office  facilities  under  certain  restrictions  prescribed  therein,  and 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  space  for 
post-office  purposes.  The  following  analysis  of  title  II  is  included  in 
House  Report  No.  875  of  the  83d  Congress,  filed  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  July  17,  1953. 

Section  201  recites  the  purpose  of  title  II  and  reiterates  for  this 
title  the  intent  of  Congress,  expressed  in  section  102,  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  not  a  substitute  for  or  replacement  of  a  Federal  construction 
program. 

Section  202  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General  to  acquire  necessary 
space  by  lease-purchase  agreements  for  postal  purposes  at  post  offices 
having  receipts  exceeding  $10,000  per  year.  These  agreements  will 
n  entered  into  under  substantially  the  same  terms  and  conditions 
^s  those  applicable  to  the  purchase  contracts  which  will  be  made  by 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  under  section  101,  referred 
to  above,  with  technical  changes  to  adapt  this  authority  to  the  special 
problems  of  the  postal  establishment.  It  will  be  noted,  however, 
that  (1)  the  Postmaster  General’s  authority  to  enter  into  such  lease- 
purchase  agreements  is  limited  to  a  period  of  10  years  after  enactment 
of  this  title  and  does  not  include  exchange  of  Government-owned 
real  property,  (2)  an  account  of  the  Postmaster  General’s  trans¬ 
actions  under  this  title  must  be  included  in  his  annual  report,  and  (3) 
such  transactions  of  the  Postmaster  General  are  subject  to  the 
accounting  and  auditing  requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
Financial  Control  Act  of  1950. 

Section  203  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General,  for  a  period  of 

10  years  after  enactment,  to  enter  into  term-lease  agreements  for  the 
erection  by  any  person,  firm,  or  entity  of  buildings  for  postal  purposes 
on  lands  acquired  by  such  lessors  from  either  the  Postmaster  General 
or  other  sources. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  section  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized 
to  acquire  real  property  for  postal  purposes  by  purchase,  condemna- 
\on,  lease,  donation,  or  otherwise,  and  to  dispose  of  such  property 
Jy  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise.  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office 
Department  for  payment  of  rents  will  be  used  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section.  This  authority  with  respect  to  acquisition  and 
disposal  of  real  property  for  the  purpose  of  entering  into  term-lease 
agreements  is  intended  to  enable  the  Postmaster  General  to  eliminate 
speculation  in  options  in  connection  with  the  negotiation  of  such 
term  leases. 

Section  204  authorizes  the  inclusion  in  any  lease-purchase  or  term- 
lease  agreement  made  under  title  II  of  provision  for  adjustment  of 
rent  to  compensate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 
property. 

Section  205  authorizes  receipts  from  property  disposals  under  title 

11  to  be  credited  to  applicable  postal  appropriations  and  expended 
therefrom  for  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

Section  206  requires  the  Postmaster  General  to  take  title  to  real 
property  acquired  under  title  II  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 


10  EXTEND  THE  AUTHORITY  OF  THE  POSTMASTER  GENERAL 

Section  207  (a)  requires  approval  by  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
title  to  property  acquired  by  the  Postmaster  General,  but  permits 
lease-purchase  agreements  to  be  made  prior  to  final  approval  of  title. 
Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  makes  section  3709  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (requiring  advertising  for  bids  on  public  contracts)  applicable 
to  the  lease  purchase  and  term  lease  agreements  provided  for  in  title 
II.  Subsection  (c)  specifically  excepts  the  functions  to  be  performed 
by  the  Postmaster  General  under  title  II  except  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  and  except  for  applicable  labor  standards  pro¬ 
visions — from  the  various  statutes  which  require  specific  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  appropriations  by  Congress  for  the  acquisition  or  disposal  of 
real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space  for  the 
Government. 

Section  208  restricts  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  and  term-lease  agreements 
under  title  II  to  a  period  beginning  with  the  date  of  enactment  and 
ending  10  years  thereafter. 

Section  209  requires  the  Postmaster  General  to  include  in  hisJ 
annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  which  he  has  conducted* 
pursuant  to  title  II  during  the  year  covered  by  such  report. 

Section  210  provides  that  title  II  may  be  cited  as  the  “Post  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953.” 


......  , 
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83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  6 1 5 


[Report  No.  614] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  23  (legislative  day,  July  6),  1953 

Mr.  Dirksen,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  reported  the 
following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  ordered  to  be  placed  on  the 
calendar 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  and  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  enter  into  buildings  purchase  contracts; 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease 
space  for  post  office  purposes ;  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES 

4  ADMINISTRATION 

5  Sec.  101.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General 

6  Services  determines  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the 

7  permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  par- 

8  ticular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 

9  property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Govern- 
10  ment,  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will 
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be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of 
activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States  (including  Guam) ,  except  for  the  accommoda¬ 
tion  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiat¬ 
ing  and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such 
terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment 
payments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for  the  ex¬ 
change  of  surplus  real  property  or  real  property  which  may 
become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the 
Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be 
served. 

(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with 
respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con¬ 
versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  re- 
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quired,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be 
subsequently  effected  in  pursurance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 
purchase  contracts. 

(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person,  copartnership, 
corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate 
any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  including  the  demolition  of 
obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon,  by  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures 
and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable 
purchase  contracts. 

(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such 
provisions  as  the  Administrator  of  General  Services,  in  his 
discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter 
into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the 
United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys 
in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date 
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of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date 
of  completion  of  such  construction. 

(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  calling 
for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum  shall 
be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  submitted 
thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
for  appropriate  reference  to  committees. 

(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or  to 
any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  make  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current 
charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under 
authority  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may 
be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered 
by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract 
term  specified  therein  (whether  b}^  exercise  of  option  to  pur¬ 
chase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation 
of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are 
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hereby  authorized:  Provided  further ,  That  the  value  of  any 
Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  such 
agreement  may  lie  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Pro¬ 
vided,  further,  That  Government  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that 
where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided 
in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act 
of  1953,  be  covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

(g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to 
exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  section  (1)  to 
acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or  (2)  to  provide  space 
for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section 
for  other  purposes. 

(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  m  real  property 
acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall 
be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application 
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thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application  thereof  to  other 
persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby. 

(j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the 
Kevised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall 
apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into  under  this 
section,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Kevised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  IT.  S.  C.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  IT.  S.  C.  34)  ;  section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1935, 
as  amended  (60  Stat.  257 ;  40  U.  S.  C.  304c)  ;  section  407 
of  this  Act;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  appli¬ 
cable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  of 
real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space, 
shall  not  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  executed 
under  this  section. 

Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 
the  program  authorized  by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  sub- 
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stitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be 
required  from  time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Build¬ 
ings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1953”. 

TITLE  II— POST  OFFICE  DEPABTMENT 
Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement 
existing  provisions  of  law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal 
purposes  by  providing  authorization  for  the  acquisition  by 
the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space  through  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements  under  which  the 
United  States  will  obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and 
will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in  the  case  of  lease- 
purchase  agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  de¬ 
scribed  therein  at  or  prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed 
therein.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the 
program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this  title  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as 
may  he  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  postal  service. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  de¬ 
termines  that  (1)  there  is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for 
postal  purposes  in  any  particular  area  which  cannot  be  satis¬ 
fied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the 
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purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  the  receipts  of 
the  post  office  serving  such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year, 
and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  he  served 
by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  ob¬ 
tain  and  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  struc¬ 
tures  of  permanent-type  construction  in  the  several  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions 
of  the  United  States  (including  Guam) ,  by  negotiating  and 
entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements. 
Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  ap¬ 
plication  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  rental 
payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any  such 
agreement  may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the 
fair  market  value  on  the  date  of  such  agreement  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  described  therein.  The  financial  transactions  of  the 
Post  Office  Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-purchase 
agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting  and  auditing 
requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Financial  Control 
Act  of  1950  (Act  of  August  17.  1950,  ch.  735,  Eighty-first 
Congress,  second  session ) . 
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(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  exercise 
the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing 
properties,  including  those  for  wThich  conversions,  additions, 
extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments. 

(c)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 
other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the 
purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 
about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  United  States  for  postal  purposes,  including 
the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situate 
thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others 
of  such  structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of 
the  applicable  lease-purchase  agreement. 

(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include 
such  provisions  as  the  Postmaster  General,  in  his  discretion, 
shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States 
and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations 
imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such 
agreement  with  the  United  States. 

(e)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized 
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by  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  any  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  in 
pursuance  of  lease-purchase  agreements  entered  into  under 
the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided ,  That  no  such  funds 
may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
covered  by  any  lease-purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  leasehold  term  specified  therein  (whether 
by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise )  in  the  absence 
of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which 
appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to — 

( 1 )  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agreements  with 
any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public 
or  private  entity,  on  such  terms  as  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  deems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States,  for  the  erection  by  such  lessor  of  such  buildings 
and  improvements  for  postal  purposes  as  the  Postmaster 
General  deems  appropriate,  on  lands  sold,  leased,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster  General  to,  or 
otherwise  acquired  by,  such  person,  copartnership,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  public  or  private  entity; 

( 2 )  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  without  regard  to  the  Federal  Property  and 
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Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Act  of  June  30, 
1949,  cli.  288,  Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session),  as 
amended — 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease, 
donation,  or  otherwise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he 
shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States,  real  property  and  interests  therein, 
for  use  for  postal  purposes;  and 

(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests 
therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms 
as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States. 

(b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by 
the  Postmaster  General  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he 
enters  into  any  lease-purchase  or  lease  agreement  under 
authority  of  this  title,  include  in  such  agreement  a  provision 
for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compen¬ 
sate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 
property. 

Sec.  205.  Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from 
sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired  in  the 
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performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  functions 
vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current 
applicable  appropriation  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the  purposes  of 
this  title. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  all  real  property  purchased 
by  him  under  authority  of  this  title. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition 
in  fee  simple  of  real  property  under  this  title,  except  that 
any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire  real  property  under 
this  title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after 
request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  real 
property  described  therein. 

(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  0.  5),  shall  apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  by  lease-purchase  agreements,  under  authority  of 
section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease  agreements 
entered  into  under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section 
203  (a)  of  this  title. 

(c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
this  section,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
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Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  IT.  S.  C.  34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except 
applicable  labor  standards  provisions )  relating  to  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or 
leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions 
performed  by  the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  208.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this 
title  later  than  a  date  ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  title. 

Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his 
annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  conducted  during 
the  applicable  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Tost  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  House  passed  drought-relief  appropriation  bill 0  Senate  c ommittees  rb- 
P^r.ted  f or eign— relief  and  customs— -simplification  billso  Senate  rejected  conference 
report  on  1st . independent  offices  appropriation  bill#  House  sent  FCA— reorganization 
bill  to  conference#  Senate  passed  lease-purchase-  bill  for  buildings#  Sens0  Murray 
and  Humphrey  criticized  USDA  for  not  providing  more  storage  facilities# 


) 


HOUSE.  . 

DROUGHT-RELIEF  APPROPRIATION'S.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  J,  Res.  305,  which  had 
boon  reported  by  the  Appropriations  Committee  earlier  in  the  day  (H.  Rept.  92.2) 
(?p.  9923-2).  Rejected  gin  amendment,  by  Rep.  Mahon  to;  increase  from  $20,000,000 
to  $40,000,000  the 'amount  for  FHA  loans  under  titlp  -2  of '•  the-Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  (pp.  9927*=-2) ,  , 

The  committee  report  states:  "The  committee  recommends  the  full  estimate 
of  $150,000,000,  of  which  $130,000,000  is  added  to  the  Disaster  Loari  Revolving 
Fund,  and  $20,000,000  is  authorized  for  regular  production  and  subsistence  loans 
under  the  Farmer’s  Home  Administration.  Of  the  funds  proposed  for  the  Disaster 
Loan  Revolving  Fund,  $30 ,000,000,  is  .provided,  for  economic  disaster  .loans  under 
Section  2  (b)  of  the  Act,  $60,000,000  is  allowed  for  special  livestock  loans' 
under  section  2  (c),tt,  and  $40,000,000  is  .recommended  to -cover  costs  incurred 
in  furnishing .emergency  food  and  seed- assistance- to  farmers  under  Section  2  (d)... 

'4 .  eHemoval  of  the  minimum  loan  limitation  of  $2,5GO  for  loans  under  Section 
2  (c).aois  proposed.  The  committee  feels  that  denial  of  loans  of  legs  than 
$2,500  outside  of  disaster  areas  will  work  a  3evero  hardship  on  small  farmers... 

"Th6  committee  feels  strongly  that  the  regular  Farmers’  Home  Administration 
offices  and  personnel  should  be  used...  It  questions  the  need  for  additional 
committees  or  other  special  groups..."  •• 


-a 


2.  FCA  R3QRGAM ZATI Oil*  Hops,  Hope,  Androsen,  Hill,  Cooley,  and  Poago  wero  appointod 
conferees  on  H.  R.  4353,  to  reorganize  FCA,  etc*,  (p.  99S4)o 

i  •  • 

3e  BUILDIITOS*  Passed  without  amendment  H0  R.  6342,  to  authorize  OS 4  to  acquire 
reel  'property  and  to  provido  for  construction  of  public  buildings  thcroon  by 
executing  purchaso  contracts  (ppc  99 89-10004) 0 

s.  ,4.1  — 

4,  HSBEiTSE  APPEOPKI  ATI  01T  BILL,  1954,,  House  conferees  wero  appointed  on  this  bill, 

H.  Re  5969  (Po  9979). 

50  RECLAMATIOH,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committed  roportod  without  amendment 
H,  R„  4551,  to  amend  tho  Reclamation  Projoct  Act  of  1939  removing  authorization 
of  projects  by  tho  Interior  Department  (H,  Rapt.  933)(Pc  10038)„ 

oB  SMALL  3USIHESS0  Rccoivod  .tho  -conference  report  on  H,  R0  51‘4l*  bo  create  a  Small 
Business  Admini strati ont  to  replace  tho  RPC  (ppc  10029-34,  D773)o 

•  t.  .  . .  •  —  •  adversely 

70  RJEORGAiriSATIOITo  Tho  Government- Operations  Commit  too  reported/ without  amendment 
H.  Bos.,  ^63,  dl  sapproving  Rco  rgani-zatdon  Plan  Ho,,  9  1953 »  providing  for  a 

roorganiz  ed  Council  of  Economic  Advisors  (p,  IOO38) e  •  f 

8.  POOD  IHSPECTIOU, .  Tho  Interstate-  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  roported  xvithout 

.  amonebnont  HC.RC  6434,  to  simplify* procodur os  for  establishment  of  food  standards 
by  tho  Pood  and  Drug  Administration  (H„  Ropt0  934) (p,  1003S)o 

9,  •  BUDGETING*  Tho  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered  roportod  (but  did  not 

actually  roport)  K.  R.  2,  to  provido  that  Foderal  axpondituroo  shall  not  oxcood 
revenues  except  in  timo  of  war  or  national  emergency  doclaxod  by  Congress  (p. 

1771). 

10c  SURPLUS  PROPERTY,  Tho  Government  Operations  Comnitteo  ordorod  roportod  (but  did 
not  actually  roport)  H„  R,  6382,  to  oxtond  until  Juno  30,  1954,  tho  poriod  dur¬ 
ing  which  GSA  may  conduct  nogotiatod  saloo  of  surplus  property  (p,  D771) => 

11,  POREIGIT  TRADE*  Tho  Interstate  and  Foreign  Connorco  Comnitteo  ordorod  roportod 

(but  did  not  actually  roport)  S0  Con,  Ros0  40,  doclaring  it  tlio  sonso  of  (m 
Congress  that  export  containers  be  narked  with  tho  words  ^United  States  of 
America H  (p0  D77l)» 

120  ADJ0UR1ISD  until  Mon, ,  July  27  (p«  10037).  Legislative  program  as  announced  by 
•  Rep,  Hallocki  Mon,,  Consent  and  Privato  Calondars;  Tuoo0,  immigration  bill; 
then  (if  roportod)  foroign-rolief  and  other  bills*  Rep0  Halleck  said,  nI  am 
confident  wo  can  dispose  of  tho  matters  noxt  wool:  that  oro  before  ust,M(pp. 
10028-9.) 

SERIATE  ,  ' 

13.  POREIGIT  RELIEF c  Tho  Aigriculturo  and  Forestry  Comnitteo  reported  with  amendments 
S,  2249,  to  authorize  CCC  to  make  agricultural  commodities  owned  by  it  avail¬ 
able  to  tho  Procidont  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  tho  president  to  assist  in 
mooting  f amino  or  other  urgent  roll of  requirements  in  countries  friendly  to  tho 
U0  8.  (S0  Rapt*  631) Cp0  10046) » 

Tho  Commit too  roportod  without  amondnent  R.  2475,  to  authorize  tho  Presi¬ 
dent  to  uso  agricultural  commodities  to  improve  tho  foreign  relations  of  tho 
U,  S.  (Ss  Rapt,  642) (p0  10048).  • 

14c  CUSTOMS  SIMPLIFICATION  3ILL,  Tho  Finance  Committee  roportod  with  amendments  this 
bill,  H.  R,  5877  (S.  Ropt*  632) (p9  10046) e 
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No  student  of  history,  government,  or 
sociology  would  deny  that  these  virtues 
and  principles  formed  the  very  basis  of 
the  glorious  edifice  of  American  civiliza¬ 
tion  with  its  emphasis  upon  freedom  of 
the  spirit,  freedom  of  conscience  and 
freedom  of  men  and  women  in  their 
political,  social  and  economic  activities 
to  a  greater  degree  than  ever  before  en¬ 
joyed  by  the  subjects  or  citizens  of  any 
land.  These  pioneers  started  out  as 
subjects  of  the  King,  but  so  fierce  was 
their  passion  for  liberty  that  it  was  not 
long  before  they  threw  off  the  shackles 
that  bound  them  to  cruel  dictatorial 
power  and  ordained  a  government  of 
their  own  choice  where  they  could  pur¬ 
sue  and  enjoy  all  the  blessings  which 
emanate  from  ordered  freedom  and 
devout  respect  for  law  and  order  and 
duly  constituted  authority  derived  from 
the  sovereign  will  of  all  the  people. 

We  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
their  descendants  and  successors,  owe  a 
tremendous  debt  to  these  early  settlers 
who  created  and  ordained  our  American 
liberties.  It  is  not  the  debt  of  our  gen¬ 
eration  alone,  though  we  should  at  all 
times  be  deeply  conscious  of  it.  It  is 
the  debt  of  every  American  generation. 
It  will  be  the  debt  of  our  posterity  and 
every  American  generation  yet  to  come, 
for  so  long  as  we  adhere  to  the  solid, 
fundamental  principles  which  they  em¬ 
braced,  this  Nation  will  five  in  freedom 
and  when  for  any  reason  we  abandon 
those  principles,  we  will  by  the  same 
token  dissipate  and  lose  our  honored 
and  blessed  birthright. 

Great  philosophers  have  asserted  that 
change  is  progress  and  that  progress  is 
change,  though  this  is  purely  specula¬ 
tion.  One  of  the  outstanding  features 
of  this  great  free  Nation  is  that  it  has 
been  built  in  such  a  way  that  it  is  nat¬ 
urally  progressive  in  spirit  and  action. 
We  have  achieved  both  change  and 
progress  even  though  the  change  has 
not  always  been  beneficial.  To  seek  to 
turn  back  the  wheels  of  progress  at  this 
or  any  time  upon  any  pretext,  however, 
would  be  a  tragic  negation  of  the  true 
American  ideal.  The  American  Consti¬ 
tution  is  a  flexible  document.  It  rests 
upon  sure  foundations.  It  is  predicated 
upon  fundamentals.  But  it  vests  all 
sovereignty  in  the  people  and  under  its 
wise  provisions  there  is  ample  flexibility 
for  the  adaptation  of  our  basic  institu¬ 
tions  to  changing  conditions  in  the  Na¬ 
tion  and  the  world.  As  the  early  settlers 
and  founders  intended,  the  Constitution 
is  not  static  and  moribund.  It  is  dy¬ 
namic  and  progressive.  But  it  rejects 
disorderly  and  rebellious  change.  It 
provides  the  instruments  and  machinery 
for  peaceful  and  orderly  change  and  so 
long  as  America  solemnly  abides  by  its 
principles  and  provisions  our  freedom 
will  be  protected  and  our  opportunities 
constantly  enlarged  to  meet  our  demon¬ 
strated  requirements  in  a  changing 
world,  whatever  they  may  be.  Our  Con¬ 
stitution  can  meet  every  need,  every 
contingency. 

Liberty  is  an  abstract  idea  which  must 
be  implemented  by  men  and  women  to 
serve  the  purposes  of  free  government. 
Moreover,  in  every  generation  it  must 
be  zealously  guarded,  for  “eternal  vigi¬ 


lance  is  the  price  of  liberty.”  The  peo¬ 
ple  of  Spencer,  in  war  and  in  peace,  have 
unselfishly  given  their  allegiance  to  this 
guiding  principle  of  American  democ¬ 
racy.  In  time  of  peril  their  sons  and 
daughters  have  gallantly  defended  the 
Nation.  In  time  of  peace  their  people 
as  a  whole  by  their  loyalty,  diligence, 
and  initiative,  and  by  the  use  of  their 
God-given  talents,  have  contributed 
greatly  to  the  common  good.  Commu¬ 
nism  and  subversion  find  no  place  of 
shelter  in  the  Spencer  community,  which 
is  noted  for  its  devotion  to  American 
principles,  and  which  as  a  dominant  part 
of  its  creed  and  culture  sternly  rejects 
such  evil  forces  as  being  hostile  to  the 
fundamentals  and  perpetuity  of  this 
Republic. 

Spencer  is  rich  in  famous  sons — in 
government,  in  education,  in  religion,  in 
science,  in  business,  and  every  other 
form  of  human  endeavor.  Elias  Howe, 
the  inventor  of  the  sewing  machine,  was 
a  distinguished  native  of  Spencer,  and 
other  •  members  of  his  family,  William 
and  Tyler  Howe,  also  achieved  greatness 
in  the  field  of  invention  and  enterprise. 

The  church  has  been  greatly  enriched 
by  the  sons  of  Spencer.  Rev.  Michael 
A.  O’Kane,  S.  J.,  outstanding  former 
president  of  Holy  Cross  College;  Very 
Rev.  Wilfred.  J.  Dufault,  A.  A.,  now 
superior  general  of  the  Assumptionist 
Order  throughout  the  world;  and  the 
Most  Reverend  Thomas  B.  Beaven,  D.  D., 
former  bishop  of  Springfield,  were  some 
of  the  distinguished  personages  of 
Spencer  who  graced  our  religious  life. 
Father  Dufault,  born  in  Spencer,  not 
only  heads  the  Assumptionist  Order  but 
is  presently  exerting  his  great  ability, 
zeal,  and  purpose  to  the  rebuilding  of 
Assumption  College  at  Worcester,  so 
tragically  damaged  in  the  recent  tor¬ 
nado  which  visited  that  city  and  left  a 
trail  of  death  and  destruction  in  its 
wake.  In  this  noble  endeavor,  Father 
Dufault,  a-  recognized  and  brilliant 
leader,  is  receiving  tremendous  response 
from  the  people  of  every  faith,  and  his 
goal  of  complete  reconstruction  of  As¬ 
sumption  College  is  well  on  its  way  to 
early  realization. 

Another  noteworthy  personage  of 
Spencer  birth  was  Samuel  Fletcher 
Drury,  one  of  the  founders  of  Drury  Col¬ 
lege  in  Springfield,  Mo.,  and  the  founder 
of  the  town’s  Drury  fund  for  relief  of 
the  aged  which  long  and  commendably 
antedated  social  security. 

Gov.  John  Davis,  known  as  “Honest 
John,”  another  Spencerian,  was  not  only 
Governor  of  Massachusetts  but  also  a 
distinguished  United  States  Senator 
from  our  State  and  practiced  law  in 
Spencer  prior  to  his  meritorious  public 
service. 

There  are  many  other  outstanding 
men  and  women  of  every  race  and  creed 
in  every  field  who  claim  Spencer  as  their 
birthplace,  or  the  place  where  they 
shaped  their  careers.  The  businessmen 
and  merchants  of  Spencer  are  enterpris¬ 
ing,  successful,  and  civic-minded,  as  well 
as  possessed  of  a  commendable,  forward- 
looking,  and  progressive  spirit.  And  you 
will  find  nowhere  more  devoted  or  loyal 
citizens  of  the  rank  and  file,  faithful 
workers,  diligent,  successful  farmers,  and 


craftsmen  of  great  talent  and  ability 
than  the  fine  people  of  Spencer. 

As  I  listen  to  the  proceedings  of  this 
great  House  while  it  is  considering  cur¬ 
rent  legislation  affecting  not  only  this 
country  but  the  world  as  well,  my  mind 
frequently  turns  to  the  contributions  of 
the  millions  and  millions  of  people  like 
those  of  Spencer  all  over  this  Nation 
who  in  the  past  conceived  so  brilliantly 
and  labored  so  unselfishly  to  fashion  our 
great  democracy.  In  the  midst  of  the 
confusion  of  our  present  work  and  in 
the  presence  of  the  tremendously  com¬ 
plex  problems  of  every  kind  which  now 
confront  us,  it  is  my  sincere  conviction 
that  there  are  few  things  that  we,  the 
representatives  of  the  people,  in  this  day 
and  age  can  do,  as  we  grapple  with  these 
great  problems,  that  would  in  the  long 
run  be  more  beneficial  than  to  seek 
strength,  courage,  and  guidance  from 
the  experiences  and  lessons  of  the  past 
as  the  history  of  its  trials  and  achieve¬ 
ments  reveal  them  to  us.  Particularly, 
would  I  commend  for  our  careful  study 
and  scrupulous  attachment,  the  solid 
changeless  and  unchangeable  fundamen¬ 
tal  concepts  which  form  the  basis  of  this 
great  Government,  because  heeding  them 
and  learning  well  the  experiences  and 
lessons  of  history,  we  will  have  a  much 
better  understanding  of  the  fact  that, 
in  general,  most  lasting  progress  must 
be  based  upon  order  and  stability,  and 
that  freedom  can  only  be  guaranteed  by 
eternal  vigilance,  by  character,  by 
strength  of  purpose,  and  by  undeviating 
allegiance  to  the  precepts  of  the  Al¬ 
mighty  and  the  sound,  forward-looking 
principles  of  our  American  heritage. 

If  we  embrace  the  spirit  of  dauntless¬ 
ness  that  moved  the  founders  of  Spencer 
and  their  contemporaries,  if  we  adhere 
closely  to  the  tenets  of  popular  democ¬ 
racy,  if  we  pursue  those  spiritual  truths 
which  promote  discipline  and  liberty 
and  reliance  on  the  Almighty,  if  we  cou¬ 
rageously  and  wisely  mobilize  and  con¬ 
serve  our  national  strength,  we  shall, 
have  nothing  to  fear.  ^ 

Spencer  has  had  a  great  past  and  I 
am  convinced  that  it  will  have  an  even 
greater  future.  As  in  the  past,  it  will 
defend  our  liberties  and  it  will  nourish 
those  virtues  and  qualities  which  make 
individuals  and  nations  great,  successful, 
and  happy.  May  its  tricentennial  anni¬ 
versary  shine  upon  a  happy,  united,  and 
free  people,  a  people  which  has  retained 
its  freedom  because  it  has  been  willing 
to  make  the  sacrifices  necessary  to  pre¬ 
serve  it. 


AMEND  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT 
OF  1949 

Mr.  LATPIAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  344  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire 
title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the 
construction  of  certain  public  buildings 
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thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts;  to 
extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  all  points  of 
order  against  said  bill  or  any  provisions  con¬ 
tained  In  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That 
after  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  1  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without 
intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Smith]  and  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  desire. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an  open  rule  pro¬ 
viding  for  1  hour  of  general  debate.  It 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of  H.  R. 
6342.  That  bill  has  to  do  with  amend¬ 
ing  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to 
authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property 
and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of 
certain  public  buildings.  It  is  the  lease- 
purchase  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  think  there  is  too 
much  disagreement  in  regal’d  to  this 
measure.  I  see  no  need  to  take  addi¬ 
tional  time  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Rogers]. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  favor  of  this  rule. 

This  legislation  deals  with  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements.  As  I  understand,  it 
authorizes  the  General  Services  Admini¬ 
stration  in  one  section  of  the  bill  to  en¬ 
ter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  where 
necesary  in  the  performance  of  Federal 
functions.  Another  section  authorizes 
the  Postmaster  General  to  enter  into 
lease-purchase  agreements  with  indi¬ 
viduals  who  may  construct  or  lease  prop¬ 
erty  to  the  Federal  Government. 

It  is  my  understanding  this  gives  to 
the  Postmaster  General  and  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  provide  necessary  facilities  to 
perform  Government  work.  I  am  par¬ 
ticularly  interested  in  that  section  that 
deals  with  the  right  of  the  Postmaster 
General  to  enter  into  these  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contracts. 

I  direct  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
the  fafct  that  in  1949  this  body  authorized 
the  General  Services  Administration  to 
purchase  certain  land  and  property 
throughout  the  United  States  that  could 
be  used  for  post  office  and  other  con¬ 
struction.  Pursuant  to  this  authority 
and  the  money  appropriated  thereun¬ 
der,  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  did  acquire  approximately  a  block 
of  land  near  the  Union  Station  in  the 
city  and  county  of  Denver.  They  have 
expended  approximately  $750,000  in  the 
acquisition  of  this  land.  They  have  had 
possession  of  it  for  more  than  1  year. 
Throughout  this  time  we  have  not  been 
able  to  get  sufficient  funds  to  carry  out 


the  intended  purpose  of  constructing 
postal  facilities  at  that  place. 

This  legislation  would  authorize  the 
Postmaster  General  in  those  congested 
areas,  as  my  area  is,  in  dealing  with  pos¬ 
tal  facilities  to  enter  into  lease-purchase 
contracts,  which  would  repay  those  who 
constructed  the  property  and  give  them 
a  reasonable  rate  of  interest  on  their  in¬ 
vestment.  At  the  end  of  the  time  the 
Government  would  be  the  owner  of  the 
building.  At  the  present  time  the  Post 
Office  Department  is  leasing  certain 
lands  and  paying  a  substantial  sum  for 
the  use  of  the  land.  Under  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  if  adopted,  the  rent  that  is  paid  for 
these  properties  would  eventually  result 
in  the  purchase  of  the  land  and  owner¬ 
ship  in  the  Federal  Government.  We 
will  have  something  other  than  rent  re¬ 
ceipts. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  believe  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  who  presently 
has  the  floor  introduced  legislation  quite 
similar  to  part  2  of  the  bill  now  pending. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  That  is 
correct.  I  think  the  gentleman.  I  did 
introduce  legislation  similar  to  part  2 
of  this  bill. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  As  the  author  of 
the  present  bill,  I  pay  my  respects  to 
the  gentleman  and  recognize  the  fact 
that  he  did  have  a  bill  similar  to  part  2 
of  the  bill  now  before  us. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  no  objection  to  the  rule.  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing 
purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  -au¬ 
thority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6342,  with 
Mr.  Van  Zandt  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  seeks  to  place 
in  the  hands  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  one  more  instrument  for 
the  acquiring  of  title  to  property  for 
public  use.  There  are  two  ways  in  which 
our  Government  can  acquire  space  for 
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the  use  of  the  Government  today.  One 
is  by  constructing  the  buildings  itself, 
and  the  other  is  by  renting  buildings. 
This  bill  provides  a  third  way.  It  pro¬ 
vides  authority  to  enter  into  what  is 
known  as  lease-purchase  contracts  for 
space  for  public  use,  the  contract  pro¬ 
viding  that  it  shall  not  be  for  less  than 
10  years  nor  more  than  25  years,  and  at 
the  end  of  which  time  the  title  to  the 
property  passes  to  the  Government  of 
the  United  States.  In  the  meantime, 
this  property  remains  upon  the  tax  rolls. 
The  annual  payments  include  taxes,  in¬ 
terest  on  the  money  invested,  deprecia¬ 
tion,  and  so  forth. 

There  are  two  titles  to  the  bill.  Title 
I  comes  from  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  deals  with  the  functions  of 
the  General  Services  Corporation.  Title 
n  comes  from  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service.  The  2  titles 
come  to  you  at  this  time  in  1  bill  rather 
than  have  the  2  committees  come  before 
you  with  separate  bills,  since  the  sub¬ 
ject  matter  is  very  similar. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  contents  of  the  bill 
represents  the  thinking  of  every  agency 
of  the  Government  involved  in  the  sub¬ 
jects.  Many  conferences  were  held  with 
representatives  of  the  agencies,  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget,  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Corporation,  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  others.  We  have  conferred 
from  time  to  time  at  great  length  in 
order  to  come  to  a  common  understand¬ 
ing  as  to  the  needs  of  the  Government  in 
acquiring  space  for  public  use.  We  think 
this  bill  presents  the  results  of  those 
long,  arduous  debates  and  conferences. 
It  represents  the  unanimous  thinking 
and  decision  of  the  committees  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  subjects  and  the  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies  of  the  Government 
involved. 

There  are  2  or  3  restrictions  in  the  bill 
which  I  am  sure  are  very  plain  to  all 
Members  of  the  House.  The  Committee 
on  Public  Works  will  devote  its  time 
and  attention  primarily  to  title  I.  The 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  will  devote  its  time  on  title  II  be¬ 
cause  that  is  the  section  which  comes 
from  that  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  think  this  is  a  good 
bill.  It  comes  to  the  House  unanimous¬ 
ly  on  the  part  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  and  represents  the  best  think¬ 
ing  and  the  best  judgment  of  those  who 
have  to  deal  with  this  subject. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Does  this  ar¬ 
rangement  only  apply  to  the  land;  or 
does  the  Government  erect  the  building 
or  the  owner  of  the  building  erect  the 
building? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  It  applies  where  the 
Government  desires  to  enter  into  a  con¬ 
tract  with  any  person  who  owns  the 
building  or  land  and  desires  to  enter  into 
a  lease  contract  for  the  purchase. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Then  this 
really  applies  to  cases  where  the  real 
estate  is  owned  privately  by  an  individ¬ 
ual  and  the  building  is  already  erected 
or  is  to  be  erected  by  the  individual? 
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Mr.  DONDERO.  Under  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contract  with  the  Government; 
yes. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  in  no  instance  erects  the  building. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  will  apply  in  any 
instance  where  the  Government  owns 
the  land,  or  whether  the  land  ft  pri¬ 
vately  owned.  It  will  be  operative  under 
both  clauses. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  could  go  ahead  and  construct  the 
building  upon  its  own  land  and  the  lease- 
purchase  agreement  would  not  obtain  in 
such  case?  (__  ^ 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  If  the  Government! 
owned  the  land,  they  could  sell  it  back': 
to  an  individual  and  that  individual  con- 
struct  the  building  and  under  a  rental- 
purchase  basis  it  can  be  leased  10  years, 
and  not  to  exceed  25  years,  and  that  ; 
property  then  would  become  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  Government.  In  the  mean-  j 
while,  it  would  remain  on  the  tax  rolhj! 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  105  passed  in  the  81st  Congress, 
the  Post  Office  Department  acquired  par¬ 
cels  of  land  for  the  purposes  of  ultimate¬ 
ly  constructing  post-office  buildings. 
Those  are  in  Federal  ownership.  Under 
the  provisions  of  this  bill,  a  contract  ■ 
could  be  executed  and  construction 
started  immediately  to  construct  post- 
office  buildings  on  those  sites. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Lucas!. 

Mi-.  LUCAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
the  floor  to  voice  two  very  firm  convic¬ 
tions  which  I  have  held  about  public 
buildings,  and  all  buildings  for  a  long 
time.  One  is  that  it  is  improper  for  the 
United  States  Government  to  build  any 
building  without  providing  parking 
space  for  the  employees  who  will  be 
working  there.  On  too  many  occasions 
I  have  seen  Government  employees 
compelled  to  pay  unreasonable  parking 
fees  because  of  the  fact  that,  having  to 
work  in  a  Government  building,  there 
were  absolutely  no  parking  facilities.  I 
think  the  committee  might  well  give 
serious  consideration  in  all  future  legis¬ 
lation  of  this  character  to  provide  that 
no  public  buildings  shall  be  erected  with¬ 
out  additional  space  for  parking  pur¬ 
poses  for  the  employees  who  work  in 
such  buildings.  I  hope  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  will  make  its  views  known  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  so  that  in  the  acquisition  of 
future  Government  buildings  this  need 
may  be  met. 

The  second  matter  to  which  I  want  to 
call  the  attention  of-  the  committee  is 
that  the  Government  is  acquiring  new 
properties  and  making  no  provision  at 
all  for  the  comfort  of  employees.  In  the 
South  we  have  great  extremes  of 
weather,  and  in  some  of  our  public  build¬ 
ings  in  the  Southern  States  it  becomes 


so  hot  that  the  efficiency  of  the  em¬ 
ployees  is  definitely  impaired. 

I  refer  particularly  to  two  very  beau¬ 
tiful,  splendid  public  buildings  in  my 
own  home  town  of  Fort  Worth,  Tex., 
The  Government,  during  the  last  20 
years,  constructed  a  great  post  office 
building,  one  of  the  finest  in  the  United 
States,  and  a  Federal  court  building, 
used  also-  for  Government  offices. 
Neither  one  of  those  buildings  is  air  con¬ 
ditioned.  During  this  summer  when  we 
have  had  about  a  month  of  straight  100- 
degree  weather,  and  some  days  as  high 
as  107,  we  have  had  a  series  of  heat  pros¬ 
trations  of  Government  employees  in  the 
United  States  court  building.  If  one  has 
to  go  back  into  the  letter  files,  the  letter 
cases,  in  the  post  office  building,  where 
the  postal  employees  are  required  to 
work,  and  where  they  are  really  per¬ 
forming  manual  labor,  it  is  actually 
stifling.  It  makes  one  ashamed  of  his 
Government  that  it  does  not  provide  a 
better  place  for  its  employees.  It  is  no 
wonder  we  are  having  trouble  keeping 
high-type  people  working  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mi-.  Chairman,  I  think  we  ought  to  re¬ 
quire  that  no  more  Government  build¬ 
ings  be  acquired  or  built  by  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  South  and  South¬ 
west  that  do  not  include  air  condition¬ 
ing,'  for  the  efficiency  of  the  employees 
who  will  work  there  and  for  the  comfort 
of  those  who  are  required  to  come  in  to 
conduct  Government  business.  We  have, 
for  instance,  in  our  post  office  building 
in  Fort  Worth,  Tex.,  which,  as  I  have 
said,  is  a  very  beautiful  structure  and  a 
fine,  splendid,  up-to-date  building,  all 
the  air-conditioning  ducts  required  to 
air-condition  it,  yet  the  General  Services 
Administrator  tells  me  he  has  no  au¬ 
thority  to  put  in  the  machinery  to  give 
us  the  airconditioning.  This  summer 
there  have  been  several  heat  prostra¬ 
tions  in  the  post  office  building  and  a 
series  of  heat  prostrations  among  the 
Internal  Revenue  employees  in  the 
United  States  Court  Building  in  Fort 
Worth,  Tex. 

If  we  are  going  to  acquire  more  Gov¬ 
ernment  property,  build  new  buildings, 
we  should  see  to  it  that  the  employees 
are  protected  in  their  health. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  if  there  is  anything  in 
this  bill  which  forbids  the  Administrator 
from  air-conditioning  buildings  where 
heat  is  extreme  for  long  periods  of  time? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  do  not  think  so. 
The  gentleman  said  that  General  Serv¬ 
ices  does  not  have  authority.  The 
chances  are  they  lack  two  things;  the 
authority  and  the  money  with  which  to 
do  it.  I  am  greatly  in  sympathy  with 
the  statements  the  gentleman  has  made. 
I  can  well  imagine  what  the  condition 
must  be  in  the  State  of  Texas  at  this 
time  of  the  year. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  sympathy.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  his  committee  has  taken  any 
steps  to  alleviate  this  situation? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  subject  was  not 
brought  before  us. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  ,  I  confess  my  negligence 
in  the  matter.  I  did  not  know  this  legis¬ 


lation  was  under  consideration  or  I 
would  have  appeared  before  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  committee,  but  I  am  availing  my¬ 
self  of  my  first  opportunity  to  ask  about 
it,  which  is  now. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  sure  we  ap¬ 
preciate  the  gentleman’s  position,  but 
there  is  nothing  in  this  legislation  which 
would  change  the  basic  law  relative  to 
specifications  or  construction  in  any  way. 

I  recognize,  and  I  am  sure  the  agen¬ 
cies  in  charge  recognize,  that  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  have  to  make  some  changes  in  our 
specifications.  This  bill  does  not  in¬ 
clude  air-conditioning,  as  the  capable 
chairman  has  said;  we  have  been  short  of 
money  and  we  are  not  able  to  put  in  some 
of  the  Federal  buildings  the  things  that 
are  really  a  necessity,  but  this  will  start 
things  going  and  I  am  sure  that  if  the 
gentleman  will  help  us  specifications  will 
be  drafted  to  take  care  of  some  emer¬ 
gencies. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  want  to  commend  the  committee  for 
bringing  out  this  legislation  and  I  hope 
the  Committee  will  keep  in  mind  the 
subject  matter  I  have  brought  up. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  concur  in 
what  my  chairman  said  in  reference  to 
the  merits  of  this  bill.  If  enacted  it 
will  be  only  a  complement  to  already 
existing  law  and  does  not  supersede 
existing  law.  Last  year  during  our  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  dispersal  plan  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  asked  by  the  President,  I  was 
amazed  to  learn  during  those  hearings 
the  amount  of  money  we  spend  on  rent 
each  year.  In  those  hearings  we  had 
evidence  that  had  we  had  legislation 
like  this  and  the  departments  could  have 
entered  into  a  lease-purchase  or  pur¬ 
chase  agreement  we  would  have  owned 
those  buildings  instead  of  having  to  pay 
continuous  rent  through  the  years. 

I  hope  the  legislation  is  approved. 
Title  I  was  introduced  last  year,  went 
through  the  House,  but  failed  to  pass 
the  other  body,  provision  No.  2  did  get 
through  both  Houses  but  was  vetoed  by 
the  President. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mi*.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Auchincloss!,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Public 
Buildings  and  Grounds  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  of  the  House. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  express  my  keen  appreciation 
and  gratitude  for  the  support  that  has 
been  given  this  legislation  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  and  the  staff,  and  particu¬ 
larly  for  the  work  that  was  done  in  our 
conference  with  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  representatives  of 
the  Post  Office  Department. 

We  held  many  hearings  and  had  many 
meetings  on  this  legislation,  which  was 
first  introduced  by  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor!  some  time  ago.  I 
may  say  that  the  first  bill  reached  the 
Rules  committee,  but  we  recalled  that 
bill  with  the  permission  of  the  House, 
and  went  into  further  huddles  and  con¬ 
sultations  in  order  to  perfect  it. 
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We  have  here  a  fine  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion,  a  constructive  piece  of  legislation. 
It  will  meet  the  criticism  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  veto  of  a  similar  bill  last  year  in 
accordance  with  an  opinion  expressed  by 
the  Department  of  Justice. 

I  want  to  thank  particularly  the 
author  of  the  bill,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor],  who  is  highly 
competent  to  discuss  the  details  of  it, 
and  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  con¬ 
gratulate  him. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor],  author  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  an  additional 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  former  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Public  Buildings  and  Grounds 
Committee,  Judge  Trimele,  for  the  extra 
time.  He  is  as  always  very  considerate. 
/  I  want  to  join  in  the  statement  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Auchincloss]  relative  to  the  splendid 
help  that  has  been  given  us  by  the  vari¬ 
ous  Government  agencies,  the  Post  Of¬ 
fice  Department,  the  General  Services 
Administration,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  the  leadership  of  this  body,  and 
others;  and  especially  do  I  want  to  con¬ 
cur  in  his  statement  and  pay  respect  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
the  gentleman  from 'Kansas  [Mr.  Rees] 
and  his  staff.  They  worked  many  hours 
with  us  on  this  legislation.  Also  do  I  say 
many  thanks  to  the  staff  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee — they  too  have  done  a 
fine  job — and  as  the  author  of  the  bill, 
I  assure  them  their  efforts  are  appre¬ 
ciated. 

-  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  compromise 
bill.  It  will  be  recalled  that  last  year  we 
had  two  bills.  This  bill  has  two  titles, 
title  I,  that  has  to  do  with  the  General 
Services  agency,  and  title  II,  which  has 
to  do  with  the  Post  Office  Department. 

■  The  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Rees] 
will  explain  title  n,  I  am  sure,  in  a  very, 
very  capable  manner. 

Under  existing  law  we  have  only  two 
ways  by  which  we  can  construct  or  oper¬ 
ate  a  Federal  building.  .  One  is  by  out¬ 
right  purchase  and  the  other  is  by  rental. 

This  particular  legislation  will  create 
a  third  way.  You  are  going  to  put  mod¬ 
ern  tools  in  the  hands  of  the  Federal 
agencies,  both  in  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  covered  in  title  II,  and  the  General 
Services  agency  which  in  title  I  handles 
the  Government  offices  generally. 

The  question  may  arise,  should  we 
have  this  legislation?  I  say  yes  for  many 
reasons.  I  am  sure  all  of  us  recognize 
the  tremendous  rents  we  have  been  pay¬ 
ing  throughout  the  country  for  our  vari¬ 
ous  Federal  agencies,  including  post  of¬ 
fices.  This  legislation  will  save  millions 
and  millions  of  dollars  because  in  time 
we  will  do  away,  in  many,  many  in¬ 
stances,  with  the  renting  of  these  build¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]  ,  who  has 
a  very  serious  problem  which  he  has  dis¬ 
cussed  with  me  a  number  of  times. 


Mr.  JENSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding.  _  I  want  to  express  my  deep 
appreciation’to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  also  for  the  fine  cooperation 
that  has  been  given  by  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  in  this 
matter. 

I  have  been  greatly  interested  because 
of  the  fact,  as  the  gentleman  knows, 
that  about  3  years  ago  the  post  office 
and  Federal  court  building  at  Council 
Bluffs,  Iowa,  was  declared  unsafe.  It 
was  torn  down.  Since  that  time  the 
Government  has  been  renting  the  old 
Moose  Lodge  hall,  paying  $1,000  a  month, 
then  renting  rooms  all  over  town  for 
Federal  offices  costipg  over  $800  a  month 
additional.  It  is  really  pennywise  and 
pound-foolish  business  practice.-  So,  this 
bill  will  take  care  of  such  a  problem. 
The  gentlewoman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mrs.  Kee]  has  a  similar  situation,  as 
does  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Thompson].  Those  three  projects  are  a 
fair  example  of  why  this  bill  is  so  nec¬ 
essary.  There  are  similar  situations  all 
over  the  United  States.  Again  I  want 
to  compliment  the  committee  for  bring¬ 
ing  this  very  necessary  legislation  to  the 
floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  I  would  like  to 
reply  to  what  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
has  said.  I  am  familiar  with  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  which  he  speaks,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  also  very  familiar  with  it.  He 
has  spoken  to  us  about  it,  and  so  have 
the  other  Members  who  are  interested. 
It  is  our  determination,  if  this  legisla¬ 
tion  becomes  law,  to  remedy  this  situa¬ 
tion.  Your  problems  are  very  high  on 
the  agenda  of  this  committee,  and  we 
will  give  it  immediate  attention. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  appreciate  that  very 
much. 

Mr.  EVINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  EVINS.  I  would  also  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
for  the  very  excellent  work  he  has  done, 
as  well  as  that  of  the  full  committee. 
This,  I  consider,  is  a  very  important 
piece  of  legislation,  legislation  that  is 
much  needed.  During  the  time  I  have 
served  in  the  Congress  it  has  been  a  mat¬ 
ter  which  I  have  been  tremendously  in¬ 
terested  in.  I  have  taken  occasion,  as 
the  gentleman  knows,  to  appear  before 
his  committee.  I  have  also  talked  to 
the  former  Assistant  Postmaster  as  well 
as  recently,  Mr.  Ormond  Kieb,  Fourth 
Assistant  Postmaster  General.  I  think 
something  needs  to  be  done  and  the 
committee  is  to  be  commended  for  the 
action  which  it  has  taken.  I  wanted  to 
ask  the  gentleman  whether  or  not  this 
legislation  will,  in  effect,  take  care  of  all 
situations  where  sites  have  already  been 
acquired,  or  will  it  be  limited? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  In  answer  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee,  first  let  me 
say  that  I  acknowledge  his  interest,  he 
talked  to  me  a  number  of  times  on  the 
subject.  We  are  not  going  to  say  that 
it  is  going  to  take  care  of  all  of  the 
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needs,  but  certainly  it  is  going  to  take 
care  of  a  great  many  of  them.  First,  you 
must  qualify  under  the  $10,000  a  year 
receipt  basis.  If  you  have  local  people 
who  have  funds  who  want  to  invest  in 
the  construction  of  these  buildings,  this 
legislation  will  give  them  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  the 
Government  over  a  period  of  from  10  to 
25  years  on  what  is  known  as  a  rental 
contract  and  ownership  program.  They 
construct  the  building,  and  it  finally  be¬ 
comes  %he  property  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  being  paid  for  in  the  form  of 
rent.  That  expiration  term  is  from  10 
to  25  years. 

Mr.  EVINS.  Certainly  it  is  a  forward 
and  constructive  piece  of  legislation  and 
should  go  far  to  alleviate  many  critical 
situations,  as  well  as  the  pressing  need 
for  post  offices. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  We  all  realize  that  we  cannot 
come  on  the  floor  of  this  House  with  a 
piece  of  legislation  promising  to  put  post 
offices  or  Federal  buildings  in  every  con¬ 
gressional  district.  It  just  cannot  be 
done.  So,  this  gives  you  a  third  way  in 
which  you  can  get  post  offices  if  they 
are  necessary  and  meet  certain  require¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  and  congratulate  not  only 
him  but  the  committee  for  bringing  out 
this  very  excellent  piece  of  legislation. 
I  also  wish  to  commend  them  particu¬ 
larly  for  the  fine  manner  in  which  they 
have  treated  this  very  troublesome  prob¬ 
lem  in  being  able  to  satisfy  the  various 
parties  concerned.  The  gentleman 
knows  I  was  a  member  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  that  originally  drafted  the  legis¬ 
lation  inaugurating  the  General  Services 
Administration,  and  naturally  have  had 
a  very  deep  and  abiding  interest  in  the 
welfare  of  this  agency.  I  think  this  will 
give  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  even  greater  authority  to  solve  many 
of  the  perplexing  problems  with  regard 
to  housing  of  not  only  post  offices  but 
other  Federal  agencies. 

Mr.  McGREGOR,  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  recognize  his  interest  in  this 
because  he  was  one  of  the  members  of 
a  committee  who  considered  this  legis¬ 
lation  at  great  length,  and  he  certainly 
has  given  me  wise  counsel  and  advice 
on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  May  I  say  that  it 
was  shown  before  our  committee  that  no 
type  of  public  building  had  been  con¬ 
structed  in  the  United  States,  particu¬ 
larly  post  offices,  in  the  last  14  years. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the-  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Louisiana.  I  want 
to  associate  myself  with  the  comments 
ipade  in  commending  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio,  and  I  must  congratulate  the 
entire  membership  of  the  committee  on 
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bringing  out  this  marvelous  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation.  Certainly  you  have  been  pa¬ 
tient  in  listening  to  my  repeated  pleas 
for  relief  to  my  people  in  Lake  Charles, 
La.,  and  I  feel  certain  that  you  have 
gained  their  undying  gratitude  as  you 
have  mine. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  kind  remarks.  He,  too,  has 
contacted  me  many  times  relative  to  his 
problem  in  Louisiana. 

Mr.  WAMPLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGRJEGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WAMPLER.  I  commend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  the  committee  on  their  fine 
work  in  this  piece  of  legislation.  I  am 
deeply  interested  in  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  take  this  op¬ 
portunity  to  commend  the  author  of  this 
legislation,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  McGregor]  and  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works. 

On  June  17,  I  introduced  H.  R.  5803, 
which  would  authorize  an  emergency  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  in 
Abingdon,  Va.,  a  post  office  and  court¬ 
house  building. 

This  bill — H.  R.  5803 — provides  that 
the  General  Services  Administrator  is 
authorized  and  directed  as  an  emergency 
to  prepare  drawings  and  specifications 
and  to  construct  a  post  office  and  court¬ 
house  building  on  the  site  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  Federal  building  in  Abingdon,  Va., 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $745,000. 

Before  assuming  my.  duties  as  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  83d  Congress,  I  made  a  per¬ 
sonal  inspection  of  the  present  post  office 
and  courthouse  building  in  Abingdon,  Va. 
This  inspection  indicated  to  me  beyond 
a  doubt  that  present  facilities  are  in¬ 
adequate  and  antiquated. 

In  July  1949  there  was  virtual  aban¬ 
donment  of  Federal  court  proceedings  at 
Big  Stone  Gap,  Va.  This  has  meant  that 
all  of  the  Federal  litigation  arising  in 
that  area  must  be  taken  care  of  at  Abing¬ 
don,  thereby  creating  an  almost  intoler¬ 
able  situation. 

The  Honorable  A.  D.  Barksdale,  judge 
of  the  western  district  of  Virginia,  has 
indicated  to  me  that  the  situation  at 
Abingdon  is  extremely  difficult  for  the 
court. 

In  fact,  Judge  Barksdale  has  ex¬ 
pressed  the  opinion  that  there  is  real 
danger  that  someone  may  be  injured  by 
the  collapse  of  the  building  or  some  part 
of  it  sometime  in  the  near  future  when 
it  is  crowded  beyond  capacity. 

House  Document  No.  224,  82d  Con¬ 
gress,  1st  session,  is  a  list  of  approved 
public  building  projects  outside  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  eligible  for  construc¬ 
tion.  Under  it  Abingdon  is  listed  for 
demolition  of  the  present  structure  and 
the  erection  of  a  new  building. 

I  submit  that  a  real  emergency  exists 
at  the  post  office  and  courthouse  in 
Abingdon,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  H.  R. 
6342  for  two  reasons : 

First,  it  does  not  take  funds  out  of  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

Second,  it  is  the  means  for  providing 
much  needed  Federal  space  on  a  pay-as- 
you-go  basis,  according  to  amortization 
plan. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  appreciate  all 
the  support  that  has  been  given  to  me. 


Really,  there  was  a  lot  of  work  done, 
not  just  by  the  author  of  this  bill  but 
by  all  of  us. 

The  Government  in  this  legislation  is 
doing  just  exactly  what  lots  of  people 
are  doing  and  saying:  “Why  rent?  Pay 
for  your  home  in  the  way  of  rent.”  If 
it  is  good  for  the  individual  it  is  cer¬ 
tainly  good  for  the  Government. 

This  legislation  will  allow  you  to  enter 
into  contracts  whereby  you  amortize  a 
building  in  10  to  25  years,  and  then  it 
becomes  the  property  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

May  I  give  a  brief  summary  of  the 
contents  of  legislation  I  hope  I  will  be 
forgiven  for  repeating. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  considering  the  bill 
H.  R.  6342  before  us  today  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  understand  and  keep  in  mind 
that  historically,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  obtained  its  space  needs,  by 
two  methods: 

First.  Construction  through  outright 
appropriation;  and 

Second.  Rental  of  privately  owned 
property. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  provide  a 
third  method  by  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  may  obtain  much  needed 
space  and  modern  facilities  by  entering 
into  purchase  contracts  by  the  terms  of 
which  title  to  the  property  will  ulti¬ 
mately  vest  in  the  United  States.  It  is 
essentially  a  money  saving  measure. 

The  authority  for  carrying  out  the 
objectives  of  this  legislation  is  given  to 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
in  title  I  for  all  Federal  agencies  other 
than  the  Post  Office  Department,  and 
the  authority  for  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  is  given  to  the  Postmaster  General 
in  title  II  of  the  bill.  In  the  second  phase 
of  title  n,  the  Postmaster  General  is  also 
granted  much  greater  latitude  with  re¬ 
spect  to  his  leasing  authority  than  is 
presently  permitted  by  existing  law. 

This  measure  has  grown  out  of  recom¬ 
mendations  made  from  many  view¬ 
points.  The  provisions  contained  in  the 
bill  are  the  result  of  extended  studying, 
discusisons  and  conferences  among  the 
members  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  and  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tees  and  their  respective  staffs,  as  well 
as  the  representatives  of  General 
Services  Administration,  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  General  Accounting  Office, 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  believe 
all  are  now  in  accord  and  fully  support 
this  bill. 

It  has  been  the  regular  practice  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  rent  space  from 
pirvate  industry  and  occupy  leased 
premises  for  which  it  has  paid  consid¬ 
erable  sums  annually.  These  payments 
have  been  substantial  and,  in  some  cases, 
may  have  exceeded  the  fair  mai'ket  value 
of  the  property  leased.  In  the  past  no 
procedure  has  been  available  by  means 
of  which  title  to  such  property  could 
have  been  acquired  by  the  Government 
through  installments  payments  in  lieu 
of  rent. 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  is  to  remedy  the  situation  as  out¬ 
lined,  and  render  more  economical  and 
efficient  the  Government  operations  with 
respect  to  properties  occupied  by  it. 

By  the  provisions  of  title  I,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  is  au¬ 


thorized  to  enter  into  purchase  contracts 
for  any  Federal  Government  activity, 
other  than  those  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Postmaster  General,  under  the 
following  conditions: 

First.  When  the  needs  for  space  in 
any  particular  area  cannot  be  satisfied 
by  utilization  of  existing  property  owned 
by  the  Government. 

Second.  The  best  interests  of  the 
United  States  will  be  served. 

Third.  The  facility  is  to  be  located  in 
the  several  States,  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  and  the  territories  and  posses¬ 
sions  of  the  United  States  including 
Guam. 

The  term  of  the  purchase  contracts 
shall  be  not  less  than  10  nor  more  than 
25  years,  at  the  end  of  which  term  title 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States. 

The  Administrator  of  General  Serv¬ 
ices  can  purchase  a  building  presently 
leased  to  the  Government  and  arrange 
for  it  to  be  converted  and  remodeled  and 
made  more  suitable  for  the  purposes  de¬ 
sired.  He  may  also  contract  for  the 
construction  of  buildings  to  be  occupied 
by  any  of  the  Federal  agencies. 

The  payments  to  be  made  on  the  pur¬ 
chase  price  by  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  shall  not  in  any  case 
exceed  15  percent  per  annum  of  the  fail’ 
market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date 
of  the  purchase  contract,  and  in  the  case 
of  property  where  construction  shall  not 
have,  been  completed,  15  percent  of  the 
fair  market  value  at  the  date  of  comple¬ 
tion  of  such  construction. 

Only  those  purchase  contracts  calling 
for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000 
per  annum  shall  be  submitted  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services,  30  days 
prior  to  their  effective  date,  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  for  appro¬ 
priate  reference  to  committees.  This 
provision  will  provide  the  rfespective  ap¬ 
propriate  committees  of  the  Congress 
with  an  opportunity  to  inspect  and  re¬ 
view  those  contracts  and  to  object  or  seek 
additional  information  concerning  them 
if  desired.  This  provision,  however,  will 
not  unduly  restrict  the  operations  of  the 
Administrator  in  his  efforts  to  take  full 
advantage  of  this  forward-looking  and 
businesslike  legislation. 

Funds  to  be  used  in  this  program  will 
be  those  which  are  now  appropriated  to 
Federal  agencies  for  rent  and  related 
charges  and,  through  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services,  will  be  applied  as 
installment  payments  on  purchase  con¬ 
tracts.  Therefore,  the  Appropriations 
Committee  will  be  in  control  of  the  funds 
to  be  utilized  hereunder. 

The  Administrator  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  is  also  author¬ 
ized  to  exchange  property  presently 
owned  and  occupied  by  the  Government, 
such  as  a  hotel  which  is  wholly  inade¬ 
quate  for  business  offices,  for  other  prop¬ 
erties  under  private  ownership  and  credit 
the  value  of  the  Government-owned 
property  against  the  purchase  price.  If 
it  exceeds  the  value,  the  excess  will  be 
recovered  into  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States.  If  it  is  less,  the  balance 
will  be  paid  by  the  Government  in  in¬ 
stallment  payments.  There  is  one  ex¬ 
ception,  however,  with  respect  to  post- 
office  property,  for  if  a  credit  is  obtained 
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in  behalf  of  that  Department  the  funds 
shall  be  credited  to  the  current  appli¬ 
cable  appropriation  of  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment. 

The  only  time  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  will  execute  a  lease- 
purchase  contract  for  post-office  pur¬ 
poses  under  title  I  will  be  when  requested 
by  the  Postmaster  General  to,  first,  ac¬ 
quire  property  for  postal  purposes;  or, 
second,  to  provide  space  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses  in  a  building  to  be  constructed  for 
some  agency  other  than  the  Post  Office 
Department. 

During  the  term  of  these  purchase 
contracts,  the  property  shall  be  subject 
to  State  and  local  taxes  and  not  be  taken 
off  the  tax  rolls  until  the  end  of  the  term 
of  the  contract. 

This  measure  is  not  intended  to  be  a 
substitute  or  a  replacement  of  any  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  construction  by  the  United 
States  of  structures  which  may  be  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Federal  Government  from 
time  to  time. 

Under  title  II,  the  Postmaster  General 
may  carry  out  his  program  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Post  Office  Department  in 
similar  fashion  as  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  can  do  for  all  of  the 
other  Federal  agencies  involved.  How¬ 
ever,  first,  there  must  be  a  need  for  space 
for  postal  purposes  which  cannot  be  sat¬ 
isfied  by  existing  property  owned  by  the 
Government;  second,  the  receipts  of  the 
post  office  serving  the  area  must  exceed 
$10,000  per  year;  third,  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States  will  be  served  by 
taking  the  desired  action;  fourth,  the 
facility  is  to  be  located  in  the  several 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions,  including  Guam; 
fifth,  the  contracts  shall  not  be  less  than 
10  nor  more  than  25  years  and  title  shall 
vest  in  the  Government  at  the  end  of 
the  term;  and  sixth,  rental  appropria¬ 
tions  will  be  applied  and  paid  in  amor¬ 
tizing  the  cost  of  the  property. 

The  financial  transactions  of  the  post 
office  with  respect  to  these  agreements 
shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting  and 
auditing  requirements  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  Financial  Control  Division. 

The  Postmaster  General  may  enter 
into  these  purchase  agreements  in  con¬ 
nection  with  properties  which  are  pres¬ 
ently  occupied  under  a  lease,  and  con¬ 
vert  and  remodel  the  premises  under 
a  purchase  agreement  which  will  vest 
title  in  the  Government  at  the  end  of 
the  term. 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
203  of  title  II  of  this  bill,  the  Postmaster 
General  is  authorized  to  enter  into  more 
desirable  leases  which  will  exceed  the  20 
years  now  permitted  by  law.  It  is  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  extension  of  the  lease 
period  will  enable  the  Department  to 
take  advantage  of  competitive  open-mar¬ 
ket  construction  of  buildings  for  postal 
purposes  over  a  long-term  amortization 
period  by  using  private  capital  and  ob¬ 
taining  control  of  the  best  sites  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purpose  desired,  thus  elimi¬ 
nating  option  speculation.  Although  the 
terms  of  the  leases  are  not  restricted  to 
any  number  of  years,  the  authority  to 
enter  into  such  leases  is  restricted  for  a 
period  of  10  years  after  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  legislation. 


It  is  the  belief  of  the  members  and  of 
the  representatives  of  the  departments 
involved  that  this  legislation  will  elimi¬ 
nate  duplication  and  conflict  in  opera¬ 
tion  and  will  provide  flexibility  for  co¬ 
operation  between  the  Federal  agencies 
concerned. 

It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the  sav¬ 
ings  that  will  result  from  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  measure;  however,  it  is 
believed  that  substantial  savings  to  the 
Government  will  be  obtained. 

(Mr.  McGREGOR,  Mr.  THOMPSON 
of  Louisiana,  and  Mr.  WAMPLER  asked 
and  were  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks.) 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  George], 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the! 
evidence  before  our  committee  shows  i 
that  this  proposal  we  have  before  us  is; 
the  best  possible  way  we  can  now  get  out/ 
of  an  awkward  situation.  Actually,  th e 
ideal  way  to  handle  this  program  woulcj 
be  to  go  ahead  and  appropriate  money, 
as  the  Congress  used  to  do.  If  we  repre* 
sented  a  solvent  and  sound  Government, 
which  unfortunately  we  do  not  at  this 
time,  we  could  put  up  the  exact  amount 
of  cash  to  do  all  this  public  building  pro¬ 
gram  throughout  the  United  States. 
From  the  fact  that  we  are  not  sound  and 
solvent,  we  have  to  do  the  next  best  thing 
and  make  lease-purchase  agreements 
and'  make  deferred  payments. 

For  that  reason,  I  am  supportng  this 
program,  in  the  hope  that  we  will  finally 
become  solvent  and  the  Congress  can  go 
ahead  and  make  appropriations  to  take 
care  of  all  our  building  needs  throughout 
the  country,  as  they  used  to  do  in  former 
years. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  HolifieldI. 

(Mr.  HOLIFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  going  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  bill 
but  I  cannot  resist  making  a  few  re¬ 
marks  about  what  happened  last  year. 
Practically  the  same  bill,  that  is,  title 
I  of  this  bill,  was  up  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House.  It  was 
passed  in  this  House  as  an  amendment 
to  the  General  Services  Act.  It  was 
handled  by  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor]  and  some  of  his 
friends  on  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  made  a  valiant  effort  to  capture 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  matter  for  their 
committee.  They  have  written  here  a 
bill  which  purports  to  amend  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Buildings  Act,  yet  all  of  title  I  refers 
to  the  duties  of  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  or  to  the  function  of 
the  General  Services  Administration. 
By  this  clever  legislative  drafting  ma¬ 
neuver  they  have  taken  unto  themselves 
an  amendment  of  a  basic  act,  Public  Law 
152,  which  bore  my  name,  and  which 
was  reported  out  of  what  was  then  known 
as  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments  and  is  now 
known  as  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations.  By  that  maneuver 
they  have  taken  away  from  the  Commit¬ 


tee  on  Government  Operations  an 
amendment  to  a  basic  act  passed  by  that 
committee. 

The  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Trimble]  was  the  author  of  the  bill  we 
passed  on  April  28,  1952,  and  he  deserves 
the  credit  for  the  original  idea  of  lease- 
purchase  as  outlined  in  title  I  of  H.  R. 
6342,  which  is  now  before  us. 

In  title  n  they  have  also  encroached 
upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service.  I 
understand  that  the  chairman  of  that 
committee  has  gracefully  surrendered 
and  I  shall  do  likewise,  in  the  interest  of 
passing  meritorious  legislation. 

In  all  sincerity,  I  think  it  is  a  good 
bill.  It  provides  for  something  that 
should  have  been  done  last  year,  and 
would  have  been  done  if  the  other  body 
had  acted  upon  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House.  Because  of  the  merits  of  the 
legislation,  and  because  of  my  high  re¬ 
gard  of  the  gentleman’s  legislative  abil¬ 
ity,  and  draftsmanship,  let  me  say,  I 
am  going  to  gracefully  step  aside  in  this 
particular  instance  on  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  rather  than  to  risk  charging 
against  the  gentleman’s  forces  and  being 
decisively  defeated. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  really  do  appre¬ 
ciate  very  much  receiving  such  a  com¬ 
pliment  from  my  friend  the  gentleman 
from  California.  I  would  like  to  call 
your  attention  to  the  jurisdictional  dis¬ 
pute.  There  was — and  the  gentleman 
is  absolutely  right — some  jurisdictional 
dispute  last  year,  and  I  served  on  the 
committee  that  the  gentleman  referred 
to  under  guidance  of  Judge  Trimble. 
That  was  the  reason  we  tried  in  this 
bill  to  strike  that  j  urisdictional , clause 
out.  I  might  refer  you  to  page  4,  lines 
11  to  16,  which  I  will  read: 

(e)  No  proposed  purchaser  contract  agree¬ 
ment  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more 
than  $50,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed 
under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted,  30  days  prior  to  its  effective  date, 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  for 
appropriate  reference  to  committees. 

We  are  not  saying  that  our  committee 
is  the  one  that  legislation  of  this  type 
should  go  to,  nor  are  we  saying  that  it 
should  go  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  that  my  friend 
from  California  wants  it  to  go  to.  We 
are  leaving  it  to  the  rules  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  goes  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  they  refer  it  to 
whichever  committee  they  deem  it  ad¬ 
visable.  That  is  in  conformity  with  the 
rules  of  the  House. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman  putting  that  language  in.  I 
have  even  gone  so  far  as  to  underline  it 
for  future  reference  in  case  additional 
amendments  come  up  which  are  amend¬ 
ments  to  Public  Law  152,  commonly 
known  as  the  General  Services  Act,  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Act.  In  view  of  the  wide  function  which 
has  been  conferred  by  Public  Law  152 
on  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv- 
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ices,  I  recognize  in  this  language  that 
the  gentleman  is  in  doubt  as  to  his  juris¬ 
dictional  area,  and  I,  too,  shall  be  willing 
to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  as  to  where  future  amend¬ 
ments  shall  be  referred.  I  do  say  in  all 
sincerity  the  legislative  purpose  of  the 
bill  is  worthwhile.  Its  purpose  is  for  the 
best  interest  of  the  Government.  It  will 
enable  the  Government  to  acquire  build¬ 
ings  which  heretofore  we  have  rented 
for  many,  many  years  and  spent  a  great 
deal  of  money  without  obtaining  owner¬ 
ship  of  any  tangible  property  at  the  end 
of  that  time.  Now,  the  Government  can 
make  these  leases  and  the  leases  will  ap¬ 
ply  on  the  purchase  price,  and  in  many 
instances  the  Government  will  have  title 
to  a  building  to  which  it  otherwise  would 
not  have  title. 

The  House  in  voting  on  the  merits  of 
H.  R.  6342,  which  would  amend  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Buildings  Act  of  1926,  as  amended, 
will  be  substantially  repeating  an  action 
of  the  82d  Congress.  Title  I  of  this 
measure  would  authorize  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  to  enter  into 
lease-purchase  agreements  to  provide 
for  the  lease  to  the  United  States  of  real 
property  and  structures  for  terms  of 
not  less  than  8  or  more  than  25  years, 
with  acquisition  of  title  vesting  in  the 
United  States,  at  or  before  the  expiration 
of  the  lease  terms.  I  am  addressing  my 
remarks  to  this  legislation  because  it  is 
posed  as  an  amendment  to  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  1926,  as  amended,  rath¬ 
er  than  to  the  Federal  Property  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended.  The  latter  act  which 
created  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  serves  as  the  basic  charter  of  the 
activities  of  that  entire  governmental 
entity.  What  is  proposed  here  today 
would  amend  a  law  which  governs  but 
a  part  of  the  activities  of  the  General 
Services  Administration.  In  principle 
then  we  are  not  adhering  to  a  basic  pre¬ 
cept  of  the  Hoover  Commission,  in  that 
we  would  be  magnifying  subordinate 
features  of  an  organization  instead  of 
emphasizing  the  comprehensive  mission 
of  the  General  Services  Administration. 

The  Federal  Property  Act  is  the  proper 
basic  legislation  to  which  an  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  nature  proposed  should  be 
attached.  But  let  no  one  mistake  the 
reasons  for  the  proposed  bill  as  we  have 
it  here  today.  This  is  a  result  of  the 
tortured  legislative  draft  of  H.  R.  6342 
which  has  forced  referral  to  the  Public 
Works  Committee  of  the  House. 

Its  clear  intent  is  to  place  this  legis¬ 
lative  grant  in  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees.  It  is  but  another  step  in  the 
direction  for  those  who  are  eager  to  dis¬ 
mantle  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  undo  one  of  the  major  ac¬ 
complishments  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion. 

H.  R.  6342  contains. language  which 
would  require  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  to  submit  such  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contracts  to  the  Congress  for 
scrutiny.  The  measure  then  calls  for 
the  Speaker  and  President  of  the  Senate 
to  refer  these  contracts  to  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Congress.  Let  no  one 
be  mistaken.  Although  it  does  not  spell 
out  Public  Works  Committees,  that  is 


the  purpose  and  intent  of  such  language. 
,  I  should  like  to  state  that  this  language 
was  offered  and  rejected  during  the  de¬ 
bate  on  an  identical  measure  in  the  82d 
Congress.  I  refer  you  to  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  April  28,  1952,  at  page 
4549.  I  at  this  time  therefore  should  like 
the  record  to  show  that  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Committee  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  must  be  preserved  and  that  if 
appropriateness  is  the  quality  which  will 
determine  the  destination  of  these  lease - 
purchase  contracts:  then  their  proper 
depository  is  in  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations.  The  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  drafted  the 
Federal  Property  Act  in  1949  and  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  rules  of  the  House,  any  amend¬ 
ment  to  that  basic  law  should  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations.  Affecting  this  legislation 
with  a  public -buildings  concept  should 
not  hoodwink  us  when  it  is  considered 
that  the  entire  subject  matter  is  within 
the  province  of  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations.  That  committee 
has  the  legislative  history.  It  has  played 
■  a  great  part  and  a  key  role  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  underlying  ideas  which 
fostered  this  proposed  legislation.  It 
steered  an  identical  bill  through  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  the  82d 
Congress.  On  April  28,  1952,  it  success¬ 
fully  revealed  the  fallacious  concept  of 
Public  Works  Committee  jurisdiction  on 
which  any  bill  of  the  type  represented 
by  H.  R.  6342  is  predicated.  I  hereby 
serve  notice  that  referrals  under  this 
bill  in  the  future  should  be  made  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
which  produced  Public  Law  152. 

Public  Law  152,  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Act  of  1949  is  the 
basic  act  to  which  title  1  of  H.  R.  6342 
actually  applies  and  actually  amends. 

There  are  pending  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Government  Operations  bills 
which  would  amend  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  Act  so  as  to  permit  General  Services 
entering  lease-purchase  contracts.  This 
is  the  proper  method  of  enacting  this 
measure  on  the  statute  books. 

In  observing  and  evaluating  the  op¬ 
erations  of  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  as  a  result  of  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  Act,  our  committee  takes  into  ac¬ 
count  various  operating  services  within 
GSA.  We  in  Congress  should  not  now 
by  legislative  effect  raise  the  Public 
Buildings*6ervice  on  a  par  with  the  par¬ 
ent  organization. 

I  realize  that  this  bill  (H.  R.  6342) 
will  be  passed.  Its  context  and  purpose 
is  meritorious  and  I  therefore  will  not 
oppose  the  passage  of  the  bill.  But  I 
strongly  resent  the  encroachment  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee  on  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  in  presenting  a  carefully 
drafted  bill  which  by  purporting  to  be 
an  amendment  of  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1949,  actually  amends  Public  Law 
152  which  originated  in  the  Government 
Operations  Committee. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  gentleman 
from  California  is  again  trying  to  insert 
the  old  argument  and  jurisdictional  dis¬ 
pute — if  his  position  prevails  we  will 
again  be  as  of  last  year — no  legislation, 


no  buildings,  and  we  will  be  asking  our 
people  to  work  under  poor  conditions 
and  be  unable  to  give  the  service  that 
rightfully  belongs  to  the  patrons  of  the 
Post  Office  Department  and  we  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  waste  annually  millions  and  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Rees],  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  say  for  the  benefit  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  there  is  no 
intent  of  any  surrender  with  respect  to 
this  proposed  legislation.  I  want  that 
made  clear. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  mean  then  that  he  is  just  abdicating 
his  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  It  is  not  even 
that,  sir.  It  is  rather,  an  effort  to  pro¬ 
ceed  in  an  orderly  way  to  secure  impor¬ 
tant  legislation  through  the  House  with¬ 
out  argument  over  the  question  of  com¬ 
mittee  jurisdiction  even  though  I  am 
the  author  of  what  is  now  part  2  of  this 
bill.  I  want  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  title  II  is  the  legislation  in  which 
our  committee  is  particularly  interested, 
but  the  committee  in  charge  of  the  leg¬ 
islation  today  and  brought  the  bill  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  there  might  be  some 
question  of  jurisdiction  in  handling  the 
problem  involved  so  for  that  reason  it 
was  deemed  proper  that  we  go  along,  and 
permit  if  you  will,  or  agree,  that  title  II 
be  included  in  this  bill. 

We  are  interested  in  approval  of  the 
legislation  rather  than  in  personalities 
or  jurisdictional  disputes. 

I  want  to  say  also  that  a  bill  containing 
the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this  bill  was 
introduced  by  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mx-.  Murray],  as  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  last  year.  That  bill  passed  the 
House  without  serious  objection.  It  also 
passed  the  other  body,  except  it  was 
amended  in  a  manner  that  made  it  ap¬ 
pear  unworkable  to  the  President,  and 
he  vetoed  the  bill.  He  did  not  veto  it 
because  he  deemed  it  bad  legislation,  but 
because  he  thought  it  to  be  unworkable 
on  account  of  those  amendments. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  know  that  the 
gentleman  is  a  valued  Member  of  this 
House,  and  he  does  a  fine  job  as  chair¬ 
man  of  this  particular  committee  and 
he  is  anxious  to  maintain  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  his  committee,  but  I,  like  him, 
feel  in  this  case  that  in  order  to  get 
legislation  we  should  go  along  with  those 
fine  gentlemen  on  the  Public  Works 
Committee. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  That  is  what 
we  agreed  to  do.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  statement. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan,  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  do  not  want  this 
opportunity  to  pass  without  saying  a 
word  of  appreciation  of  the  fine  co¬ 
operation  that  you  extended  in  all  the 
deliberations  on  this  most  troublesome 
and  controversial  subject.  The  gentle¬ 
man  and  his  staff  worked  admirably  with 
the  staff  of  "the  committee  which  I  have 
the  honor  to  represent.  I  want  the  Rec¬ 
ord  to  show  what  a  fine  contribution  the 
gentleman  made  toward  the  result  ob¬ 
tained. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  The  gentleman 
is  more  than  kind. 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Murray],  who 
originated  the  legislatioirthat  you  find 
in  title  II  of  this  bill.  Title  II  of  this 
legislation  is  practically  a  copy  of  the 
proposal  that  he  submitted  in  the  82d 
Congress,  and  which  was  reintroduced 
by  me  in  the  83d  Congress.  We  held 
hearings  on  it,  and  then,  because  of  the 
lengthy  hearings  held  by  the  committee 
in  charge  of  the  legislation,  I  agreed, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Murray]  agreed  to  concede  to  our  bill 
being  included  as  part  II  of  this  bill,  so 
there  is  no  further  misunderstanding 
on  that  question. 

As  the  chairman  suggested  a  moment 
ago,  it  gives  the  Post  Office  Department 
one  more  tool  by  which  to  carry  on  its 
operations.  It  deals  only  with  buildings 
used  exclusively  by  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  title  II  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  gives  the  Postmaster  General  tem¬ 
porary  authority  to  enter  into  two  types 
of  agreements  not  now  authorized  for 
the  procurement  of  space  to  be  used  ex¬ 
clusively  by  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  first  is  the  lease  purchase  agree¬ 
ment  which  will  serve  the  same  purpose 
for  postal  space  as  title  I  serves  for  the 
procurement  of  space  by  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

These  lease  purchase  agreements  will 
be  made  by  the  Postmaster  General  on 
substantially  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  apply  to  the  purchase  contracts 
which  will  be  made  by  the  General  Serv¬ 
ice  Administrator  under  title  I,  with 
technical  changes  to  adapt  them  to  the 
special  problems  of  the  postal  establish¬ 
ment. 

The  Postmaster  General’s  authority  to 
enter  into  lease  purchase  agreements  is 
limited  to  a  period  of  10  years  and  will 
not  extend  to  exchanges  of  Government 
property.  He  must  include  in  his  an¬ 
nual  report  an  account  of  his  transac¬ 
tions,  and  they  are  subject  to  the 
accounting  and  auditing  requirements 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  Financial 
Control  Act  of  1950. 

The  second  of  these  new  agreements 
is  called  the  term-lease  agreement.  Au¬ 
thority  to  make  these  agreements  also 
is  limited  to  a  period  of  10  years.  .  Term- 
lease  agreements  will  provide  for  the 
erection  by  lessors  of  buildings  for  postal 
purposes  on  lands  acquired  by  such  les¬ 
sors  for  either  the  Postmaster  General 
or  other  sources.  For  these  term  leases 
the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to 


acquire  real  property  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease, 
donation,  or  otherwise,  and  to  dispose  of 
this  real  property  by  sale,  lease  or  other¬ 
wise. 

This  authority  with  respect  to  acquisi¬ 
tion  and  disposal  of  real  property  for 
the  purpose  of  entering  into  term-lease 
agreements  will  help  the  Postmaster 
General  to  eliminate  speculation  in 
options  which  has  tended  to  make  land 
prices  exorbitant  under  existing  leasing 
procedures. 

Post  Office  Department  rental  funds 
will  be  used  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  legislation. 

Historically,  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  has  obtained  its  space  through 
Government  construction  or  by  rental  of 
privately  owned  space.  Buildings  which 
are  constructed  by  the  Government,  as 
well  as  buildings  for  general  purposes 
which  may  be  leased  by  the  Government, 
are  furnished  by  the  General  Services 
Administration  under  existing  laws,  and 
no  change  will  be  made  in  these  laws. 
However,  all  leases  for  space  for  the 
special  purposes  of  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  are  presently  made  by  the 
Postmaster  General. 

There  has  been  no  Federal  construc¬ 
tion  of  postal  space  since  1941.  The 
ever-expanding  need  for  the  several 
types  of  modern  postal  facilities  has  been 
met  through  renting  or  leasing  from 
private  ownership.  Moreover,  since  no 
appropriations  for  the  construction  of 
Government  post  offices  appear  probable 
in  the  foreseeable  future,  the  necessity 
for  leasing  of  postal  facilities  will  con¬ 
tinue  and  increases 

In  the  interest  of  better  and  more 
efficient  leasing  and  rental  economy,  it 
is  imperative  that  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  be  given  every  modern  device  and 
technique  commonly  in  present  use  by 
private  business,  and  suitable  to  Gov¬ 
ernment  needs,  whereby  he  may  negoti¬ 
ate  the  most  advantageous  leaseholds 
for  the  United  States. 

This  legislation  will  provide  the  Post¬ 
master  General  with  these  essential  tools 
of  good  management.  It  is  emphasized 
that  this  authority  is  confined  to  term- 
lease  agreements  and  lease-purchase 
agreements,  and  will  not  authorize  the 
Postmaster  General  to  erect  any  new 
buildings.  Exclusive  Authority  for  the 
construction  by  the  Government  of  pub¬ 
lic  buildings,  including  those  for  postal 
purposes,  will  remain  in  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

This  legislation  is  the  result  of  ex¬ 
tended  study  and  discussion  between 
representatives  of  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

The  Postmaster  General  is  responsible 
for  efficient  and  economical  operation 
of  the  mail  service  of  the  United  States, 
and  is  in  the  best  position  to  determine 
when  and  to  what  extent  there  is  need 
for  additional  space  to  carry  on  this  op¬ 
eration. 

This  legislation  will  place  the  Post 
Office  Department  in  a  position  to  ob¬ 
tain  urgently  needed  space  and  modern 
facilities  either  by  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments,  whereby  title  to  the  property  will 
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vest  in  the  United  States  at  the  end  of 
the  lease  term,  or  by  term-lease  agree¬ 
ments,  whichever  is  more  advantageous 
to  the  Government  in  individual  cases. 

This  arrangement  will  secure  for  the 
Department  many  of  the  advantages  not 
now  available  to  it,  but  which  have 
proved  of  great  value  in  private  business 
where  immediate  capital  investment  in 
space  for  commercial  or  industrial  op¬ 
erations  is  not  practicable  but  such  space 
is  needed  on  a  relatively  long-time  basis. 

There  will  be  competitive  open-market 
construction  of  buildings  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses.  The  Government’s  investment 
in  lease-purchased  space  or  leased  space 
will  be  amortized  over  long  terms.  Pri¬ 
vate  capital — instead  of  money  from 
the  Public  Treasury — will  be  utilized  for 
construction  of  the  space  occupied  by 
postal  services,  with  attendant  advan¬ 
tages  to  private  investors  and  local 
economy  throughout  the  Nation. 

Also,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  the  Post 
Office  Department  will  be  able  to  obtain 
control  of  the  best  sites  available  for 
postal  purposes,  and  thus  eliminate 
option  speculation  which  has  been'  a 
highly  undesirable  feature  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  system  of  leasing  space  for  postal 
purposes  when  there  is  no  suitable  Gov¬ 
ernment  space  available. 

Title  II  of  this  act  is  entirely  compat¬ 
ible  with  title  I.  Each  title  complements 
the  other;  together  they  present  the 
complete  authority  which  is  necessary 
for  a  well-rounded  program  of  procuring 
space  for  carrying  on  the  official  business 
of  the  Government. 

This  legislation  will  eliminate  dupli¬ 
cation  and  conflict  in  operation,  and  pro¬ 
vide  flexibility  for  a  cooperative,  joint 
approach  by  the  two  Federal  agencies 
which  are  primarily  responsible  for  pro¬ 
curing  space  for  Government  activi¬ 
ties — the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  and  the  Post  Office  Department — to 
the  problem  of  improving  Government 
operations  through  furnishing  of  ade¬ 
quate  space. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Angell],  a  member  of  our 
committee. 

Mr.  ANGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a 
member  of  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee,  I  sat  in  on  the  hearings -on  this 
legislation.  In  my  judgment,  H.  R.  6342 
is  a  good  bill.  It  is  good  for  these  rea¬ 
sons:  First,  it  does  not  take  any  money 
out  of  the  National  Treasury.  The  na¬ 
tional  debt  .is  $272  billion-plus.  We 
have  no  money  to  use  for  construction 
of  much-needed  public  buildings. 

The  second  reason  is  that  it  gives  a 
means  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
acquire  much  needed  office  space  and 
pay  for  it  as  we  go.  At  the  end  of  10 
years  or  20  years,  the  amortization 
period,  the  property  will  become  the 
property  of  the  Federal  Government 
without  further  payment. 

The  third  reason  is  that  in  the  mean¬ 
time  the  property  will  not  be  taken  off 
of  the  tax  rolls.  It  helps  the  local  com¬ 
munities  in  providing  the  ordinary  reve¬ 
nues  for  carrying  on  local  activities. 
Many  of  them  are  suffering  by  reason 
of  the  Federal  Government  owning  so 
much  property  in  their  area.  In  my 
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own  State  the  Federal  Government  owns 
more  than  50  percent  of  the  real  estate 
area  in  the  State. 

In  some  of  the  Western  States  Govern¬ 
ment  ownership  is  as  high  as  75  percent 
or  more,  but  this  bill  will  not  take  the 
property  off  the  tax  roll  during  the  amor¬ 
tization  period. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill,  as  amended, 
is  to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  title 
to  real  property  and  the  construction  of 
public  buildings  by  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  and  the  Postmaster 
General  by  means  of  purchase-contract 
agreements  and  term-lease  agreements 
for  the  acommodations  of  activities  of 
the  Federal  Government. 

Tire  committee  now  has  before  it  a 
number  of  individual  bills  calling  for 
the  construction  of  post  offices  and  other 
Federal  buildings  in  various  localities. 
Many  of  these  projects  will  be  covered 
by  the  terms  of  H.  R.  6342. 

For  a  number  of  years  public-buildings 
construction  has  been  practically  at  a 
standstill.  During  this  period  the  activ¬ 
ities  of  the  Government  have  expanded 
tremendously,  paralleling  the  tremen¬ 
dous  increase  in  the  Nation’s  business 
activity  coupled  with  an  above-normal 
increase  in  population  during  the  war 
and  postwar  years.  Now  the  Federal 
Government  finds  itself  with  a  highly  in¬ 
adequate  physical  establishment  to 
carry  on  its  multitude  of  activities  in  an 
efficient  and  businesslike  manner. 

Historically,  the  Government  has  ob¬ 
tained  the  space  it  needs  either  through 
construction,  or  by  rental  of  privately 
owned  space.  The  result  has  been  that 
the  Government,  in  many  cases,  has 
rented  the  same  buldings  for  periods  as 
long  as  40  to  50  years.  H.  R.  6342  would 
remedy  the  situation  by  allowing  con¬ 
tracts  to  be  entered  into  with  private 
parties,  whereunder  ownership  of  the 
property  would  ultimately  vest  in  the 
Government.  It  authorizes  an  orderly 
program  for  acquisition  of  Federal  pub¬ 
lic-building  projects  considered  neces¬ 
sary  and  desirable.  It  also  authorizes 
the  Postmaster  General  to  negotiate 
term -lease  agreements  with  greater  lati¬ 
tude  than  present  law  permits. 

The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949,  re¬ 
ported  from  this  committee,  authorized 
a  program  for  site  acquisition  and  for 
the  design  of  Federal  building  projects. 
However,  there  has  been  no  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  actual  construction  of  public 
buildings.  Sites  acquired,  and  plans  and 
specifications  prepared  as  a  result  of  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  could  be 
utilized  under  the  provisions  of  H.  R. 
6342. 

The  program  contemplated  by  the 
subject  bill  will  go  a  long  way  toward 
alleviating  deplorable  conditions  in  post 
offices  and  other  Federal  buildings  in 
municipalites  where,  because  of  delayed 
maintenance  and  the  cessation  of  public 
improvements  during  the  war  years,  the 
demand  for  up-to-date  conveniences  is 
very  urgent. 

Extensive  hearings  and  studies  were 
conducted  by  the  committee  on  H.  R. 
3702,  H.  R.  5406,  and  H.  R.  6342,  the  bill 
here  reported.  Officials  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  and  the  Post 
Office  Department  appeared  or  present¬ 
ed  their  statements  favoring  the  major 


objectives  of  the  legislation.  There  was 
no  opposition  from  the  Federal  agencies, 
but  a  spokesman  for  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  recommended  certain  amend¬ 
ments.'  The  provisions  contained  in 
H.  R.  6342  are  the  result  of  extended 
study  and  discussion  between  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration,  General  Accounting  Office, 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Post  Of¬ 
fice  Department.  This  measure  has 
grown  out  of  recommendations  made 
from  many  viewpoints. 

No  opposition  to  the  bill  appeared  in 
our  committee.  I  think  it  is  a  bill  that 
is  worthy  of  the  vote  of  every  Member 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neal],  a  member  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a 
little  too  new  in  this  body  to  be  well 
enough  acquainted  with  the  personnel 
of  the  committee  in  the  past  to  be  able 
to  extend  the  compliments  usually  ex¬ 
tended  in  events  of  this  kind,  but  I  do 
know  from  the  situation  which  we  have 
in  my  home  town,  and  having  heard  of 
many  similar  situations  throughout  the 
country,  that  this  bill  will  provide  relief 
for  those  communities  without  entailing 
any  unusual  tax  obligation. 

In  my  own  town  we  are  paying  exorbi¬ 
tant  rents,  not  for  the  post  office  but  for 
the  usual  agencies  that  operate  in  that 
area.  Plans  have  been  paid  for,  the  lot 
on  which  our  building  is  supposed  to  be 
built  has  been  bought  and  paid  for  out 
of  Government  funds  appropriated  3  or 
4  years  ago,  and  we  are  ready  to  pro¬ 
ceed  ;  but  under  present  economic  condi¬ 
tions  we  would  feel  it  a  great  imposition 
on  the  public  if  we  were  to  ask  for  funds 
to  build  the  type  of  structure  we  want. 
Our  situation,  therefore,  is  similar  to 
that  which  exists  everywhere.  I  know 
it  will  be  a  relief  to  our  own  people,  and 
I  feel  that  other  areas  of  the  country 
which  are  seeking  such  relief  will  be  en¬ 
titled  to  it.  I  think  this  is  a  good  bill, 
and  I  am  happy  to  have  had  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  sitting  in  with  the  committee 
during  its  preparation. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Pelly]. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  not  being 
one  of  the  committee  I  just  wanted  to 
express  my  compliments  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  bringing  out  this  legislation. 
It  just  so  happens  that  I  had  an  example 
in  my  home  community  and  city  of 
Seattle  which  I  think  proves  the  real 
value  of  this  particular  bill.  We  have  in 
process  now  plans  and  specifications  for 
a  new  post  office.  The  situation  is  so 
bad  that  the  post  office  has  decided  to 
go  ahead  regardless  of  whether  this 
legislation  is  passed  or  not.  We  are  go¬ 
ing  to  have  a  post  office.  Instead  of 
renting  space  for  10  or  20  years  and  then 
having  nothing,  if  riiis  legislation  goes 
through  the  Government  will  have  that 
building.  It  will  make  a  remarkable 
saving,  because  in  this  instance,  the  cost 
of  building  a  terminal  post  office  is  some¬ 
where  between  $10  million  and  $15  mil¬ 
lion.  So  I  want  to  compliment  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  say  I  am  so  happy  to  learn 
that  neither  jurisdictional  disputes, 


pride,  nor  anything  else  affect  this  legis¬ 
lation.  I  compliment  you,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones], 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  bill,  H.  R.  6342,  which  is  now 
being  considered  by  the  House  should 
be  supported  for  the  reason  that  it  au¬ 
thorizes  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  and  the  Postmaster  General  to 
enter  into  purchase  contracts  for  periods 
not  less  than  10  years  or  more  than  25 
years  for  acquisition  of  real  property  for 
permanent  space  requirements  of  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  of  the  Federal 
Government  including  the  Post  Office 
Department. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  the 
Government  would  be  authorized  to 
apply  funds  appropriated  for  rent  pay¬ 
ments  as  installment  payments  toward 
the  ultimate  purchase  of  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  or  structures  concerned.  Existing 
statutory  limitations  on  annual  rental 
payments  of  15  percent  of  the  fair- 
market  value  would  be  maintained. 
Title  would  be  acquired  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  at  the  expiration  of  the  designated 
contract  period  with  the  annual  install¬ 
ments  including  interest,  taxes,  and  so 
forth,  constituting  the  total  purchase 
price. 

The  objective  of  the  bill  is  to  permit 
the  Government  to  procure  space  for 
permanent  agencies  in  communities 
throughout  the  United  States  where  it 
is  clearly  established  that  due  to  con¬ 
tinuing  Federal  activities  in  such  areas 
the  space  will  be  fully  utilized  in  the 
conduct  of  Government  business. 

The  provisions  of  the  bill  would  pro¬ 
vide  an  additional  means  by  which  the 
purposes  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of 
1949  may  be  implemented  and  acceler¬ 
ated  and  this  legislation  would  enable 
the  Federal  Government  to  acquire  of¬ 
fice  and  other  space  under  private  con¬ 
struction  programs  at  low  rates  of  in¬ 
terest  over  an  extended  period  within 
appropriations  to  Federal  agencies  now 
provided  for  the  payment  of  rent.  Its 
enactment  would  tend  to  eliminate  high 
recurring  rents  necessary  under  present 
short-term  leases.  Private  investment 
firms,  insurance  companies,  and  local 
banking  institutions  would  be  encouraged 
to  provide  necessary  construction  funds 
under  such  a  guarantee  against  loss  and 
assurance  of  a  fair  return  on  invest¬ 
ments  over  an  extended  period  of  years. 
Another  advantage  is  that  properties  in¬ 
volved  would  continue  to  be  subject  to 
local  taxes  during  the  entire  term  of  the 
purchase  contracts.  The  Government 
would  recover  much  of  these  investments 
through  acquisition  of  title  to  the  prop¬ 
erties  under  contract  at  the  expiration 
of  the  contract  period. 

At  the  present  time  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services,  for  the  housing  of 
Federal  agencies,  is  restricted  to  the 
making  of  leases  not  in  excess  of  5  years 
outside  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  to 
periods  not  in  excess  of  1  year  within  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Historically  the  Governments  has  ob¬ 
tained  the  space  it  needs  either 
through  construction  or  by  rental  of  pri¬ 
vately  owned  space.  The  result  has  been 
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that  the  Government,  in  many  cases, 
has  rented  the  same  buildings  for  periods 
of  from  40  to  50  years.  This  proposed 
legislation  would  remedy  the  situation 
by  allowing  contracts  to  be  entered  into 
with  private  industry  whereunder  own¬ 
ership  of  the  property  would  ultimately 
vest  in  the  Government. 

The  Government  finds  itself  at  present 
competing  with  private  enterprise  for 
space  at  increasingly  high  rentals. 
These  rentals,  in  many  cases,  have 
reached  a  point  where  if  applied  to  con¬ 
tracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with 
the  proposed  bill,  they  would  be  suf¬ 
ficient  to  permit  transfer  of  title  to  the 
Government  in  25  years.  It  is  apparent 
therefore  that  considerable  money  could 
be  saved  to  the  Government  by  virtue  of 
the  proposed  legislation  as  contrasted  to 
straight  leases  to  the  Government  at  the 
termination  of  which  it  would  have 
nothing  by  way  of  title  to  the  proper¬ 
ties. 

The  provisions  of  the  bill  would  also 
authorize  the  Federal  Government  to 
enter  into  purchase  contracts  with  re¬ 
spect  to  existing  properties  including 
those  for  which  conversions,  additions, 
extensions  or  remodelling  may  be  re¬ 
quired  and  properties  upon  which  con¬ 
struction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected. 

The  provisions  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  would  also  authorize  the  exchange 
of  any  Government-owned  real  property 
for  privately  owned  real  property  and 
the  value  of  the  former  would  be 
credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  Government 
to  the  private  owner  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  a  purchase  contract, 
the  balance  to  be  liquidated  by  install¬ 
ment  payments. 

The  bill,  if  enacted  into  law,  would 
provide  the  Federal  Government  With 
authority  to  initiate  necessary  building 
programs  to  meet  its  increased  require¬ 
ments  for  office  space  in  the  various  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country.  It  would  provide  a 
medium  for  partial  allevation  of  unem¬ 
ployment  incident  to  any  recession  that 
may  follow  possible  cutbacks  in  the  na¬ 
tional  defense  program.  Its  full  imple¬ 
mentation  over  an  extended  period  of 
years  would  promote  the  housing  of  the 
principal  Federal  services  in  convenient¬ 
ly  located  areas  and  tend  to  relieve  the 
conditions  presently  existing  which 
cause  great  inconvenience  to  the  public. 

In  the  interest  of  better  purchasing  as 
well  as  leasing  and  rental  economy  it’ is 
imperatively  important  that  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  and  the  Postmaster  General  be 
given  every  device,  tool,  and  technique 
commonly  in  present  use  by  private 
business  whereby  there  may  be  nego¬ 
tiated  the  most  advantageous  purchase 
and  leasehold  agreements  for  the  United 
States  Government. 

(Mr.  ANGELL  and  Mr.  DONDERO 
asked  and  were  given  permission  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  their  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRIM3LE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  extend  their  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
[  Arkansas? 


There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ELLIOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
for  the  pending  bill,  H.  R.  6342.  I  had 
the  privilege  in  1949  of  helping  to  pass 
the  Public  Buildings  Act.  At  that  time 
no  construction  of  Government-owned 
post-office  buildings  had  been  made 
since  1941.  The  purpose  of  the  act  of 
1949,  as  I  remember,  was  to  provide 
eventually  for  the  construction  of  at 
least  one  post-office  building  in  each  con¬ 
gressional  district,  the  building  to  be 
constructed  for  a  post  office  that  had  re¬ 
ceipts  of  more  than  $10,000  per  year. 

After  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
was  enacted,  some  sites  were  acquired  by 
the  Post  Office  Department,  but  to  date 
no  buildings  have  been  built  and  with 
the  present  large  deficits,  and  the  huge 
cost  of  a  military  machine  strong  enough 
to  reasonably  guarantee  our  safety,  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  there  is  no 
immediate  prospect  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  having  enough  money  to  con¬ 
struct  federally  owned  post-office 
buildings. 

The  congressional  district  which  I 
have  the  honor  to  represent  has  many 
towns  in  which  post  office  buildings  are 
badly  needed.  It  has  several  towns  that 
are  eligible  for  construction  under  all 
the  formulas  that  were  used  prior  to 
the  cessation  of  construction  in  1941. 

The  bill  before  us  will  allow  the  Post 
Office  Department  to  construct  post  of¬ 
fice  buildings  on  a  lease-sale  basis  under 
a  contract  to  be  negotiated  between  the 
owner  of  the  building  and  the  United 
States  Government.  As  I  understand 
the  bill,  when  the  lease-sale  payments 
stipulated  in  the  contract  have  been 
paid  by  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
owner  of  the  building,  title  to  the 
building  automatically  vests  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

In  general  terms,  this  bill  simply 
I  transfers  the  credit  system  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  homes  to  the  construction 
of  Federal  buildings.  The  United  States 
will  buy  a  postal  building  and  pay  for 
it  on  an  annual  basis,  very  similar  to  a 
rental  basis.  When  the  rental  payments 
have  been  sufficient  to  pay  the  cost  in¬ 
volved,  title  to  the  building  will  vest  in 
the  United  States  Government. 

This  is  very  beneficial  legislation: 

In  the  first  place,  it  will  enable  local 
communities  to  arrange  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  buildings  for  lease-sale  to 
the  Federal  Government  and  thereby 
acquire  for  themselves  modern,  efficient 
post  office  quarters. 

In  the  second  place,  the  construction 
of  the  building  will  be  done  by  private 
interests  in  the  best  free  enterprise  tra¬ 
ditions. 

There  is  a  great  need  for  this  type  of 
legislation  and  I  see  in  it  the  fulfillment 
of  several  objectives.  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  from  Alabama  have  been  interest¬ 
ed  in  public  buildings  construction  leg¬ 
islation  since  I  came  to  Congress.  In 
the  81st  Congress,  our  colleagues,  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  An¬ 
drews],  of  the  Third  Alabama  District, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Alabama,  Mr. 
Hobbs,  of  the  Fourth  Alabama  Dis¬ 
trict,  pioneered  in  this  type  legislation. 
The  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Jones],  of  the  Eighth  District,  is  an  able. 
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energetic,  and  active  member  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
which  brings  this  bill  here  for  debate 
today. 

Early  in  this  session  of  Congress,  I 
had  the  privilege  of  sponsoring  a  bill 
which  broadly  aimed  at  the  result  which 
I  think  this  bill  attains. 

I  believe  this  bill,  when  enacted  into 
law,  will  have  the  effect  of  providing  for 
hundreds  of  additional,  badly  needed 
post  office  buildings  throughout  the 
United  States. 

The  postal  service  is  that  branch  of 
the  Federal  Government  that  more  in¬ 
timately  and  regularly  touches  the  lives 
of  all  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
than  does  any  other.  The  post  office 
in  thousands  of  communities  through¬ 
out  the  country  is  the  symbol  of  the 
United  States.  I  do  not  contend  that 
postal  buildings  should  be  ornate  or  ex¬ 
pensive  beyond  the  requirements  of 
practical  utility,  but  I  do  feel  that  they 
should  be  substantial  and  constructed 
in  such  a  way  as  to  promote  the  greatest 
possible  efficiency  in  the  postal  service 
at  the  local  level. 

I  hope  this  bill  passes. 

Mr.  EVINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  earlier 
today  I  spoke  of  the  need  and  importance 
of  the  passage  of  legislation  to  provide 
for  the  building  of  needed  post  office 
buildings.  The  committee  in  reporting 
this  bill  has  certainly  made  a  step  in  the 
right  direction.  Certainly  I  am  support¬ 
ing  this  bill — I  would  have  much  pre¬ 
ferred  a  real  construction  bill  rather 
than  legislation  authorizing  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  ar¬ 
rangements.  We  have  all  found  that  it 
is  not  always  possible  to  achieve  the 
maximum  in  legislation,  so  I  welcome 
the  opportunity  to  support  the  pending 
bill  because  it  will  give  a  measure  of 
relief  and  serve  to  bring  about  the 
construction  of  some  new  post  office 
buildings  throughout  the  Nation  which 
are  greatly  needed. 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  this  is  a  subject 
concerning  which  I  have  been  tremen¬ 
dously  interested  during  my  period  of 
service  in  the  Congress.  I  have  had 
numerous  conferences  with  members  of 
the  House  Public  Works  Committee  and 
also  representatives  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  urging  that  the  Department 
sponsor  a  post  office  building  program 
and  that  the  committee  enact  legislation 
to  achieve  this  purpose.  On  one  occa¬ 
sion  I  talked  at  length  with  former  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  asking  him  to  include  a 
recommendation  in  his  state  of  the 
Union  message  to  the  Congress  for  a 
Federal  public  buildings  program. 

Because  of  World  War  II  and  the 
emergencies  that  have  developed  since 
the  war  there  has  been  no  public-build¬ 
ing  program  for  the  past  several  years. 
The  time  has  arrived,  certainly,  when 
the  Federal  Government  should  enter 
upon  a  program  of  Federal  building  con¬ 
struction.  The  shortage  of  material  has 
eased.  There  are  more  than  2. million 
unemployed  persons-in  the  United  States 
at  this  time  and  there  is  thus  an  ample 
available  labor  supply.  In  addition  to 
this  fact,  there  is  the  ever-growing  and 
pressing  need  for  Federal  post-office 
buildings — especially  in  our  smaller 
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towns — and  the  communities  that  were 
considered  small  several  years  ago  but 
which  have  now  grown  into  thriving, 
enterprising  cities. 

There  are  10  towns  within  the  district 
which  I  have  the  honor  to  represent 
that  are  eligible  on  the  basis  of  annual 
revenue  for  a  post-office  building.  The 
Post  Office  Department  has  previously 
acquired  building  sites  in  some  of  these 
towns  and  in  instances  where  sites  have 
been  acquired,  these  lots  have  been  va¬ 
cant  for  a  number  of  years.  The  postal 
receipts  of  many  offices  far  exceed  the 
minimum  $10-thousand-per-annum  pos¬ 
tal-revenue  receipts  set  by  the  statute  to 
qualify  for  a  building  under  the  act. 

Another  factor,  Mr.  Chairman,  which 
I  believe  should  be  considered  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  legislation  is  the 
amount  of  rent  annually  being  paid  by 
the  Federal  Government  for  the  use  of 
post-office  buildings.  Last  year  alone  the 
Post  Office  Department  paid  rents  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $30  million.  By  the  plan  here 
proposed  a  great  savings  in  rental  ulti¬ 
mately  will  be  effected  inasmuch  as  the 
Federal  Government,  after  the  period  of 
the  lease-rental  arrangement,  will  own 
the  post  offices  and  further  rental  pay¬ 
ments,  of  course,  will  not  be  required. 
The  Government  will  be  acquiring  phys¬ 
ical  assets  in  the  form  of  Government 
property.  Local  building  will  be  stimu¬ 
lated  and  the  building  of  new  post-office 
buildings  in  many  towns  and  communi¬ 
ties  throughout  the  Nation  will  satisfy  a 
community  need  and  community  pride 
while  also  serving  to  greatly  improve  the 
efficiency  of  the  postal  service  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  Nation.  I  certainly  favor  leg¬ 
islation  benefiting  the  people  of  our  own 
towns  and  communities  and  the  districts 
which  we  represent.  So  I  am  pleased  to 
support  this  bill  and  I  trust  that  follow¬ 
ing  its  enactment,  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  will  proceed  speedily  toward  the 
bringing  into  being  of  post-office  build¬ 
ings  within  all  of  the  towns  and  cities  of 
the  district  which  I  have  the  honor  to 
represent  as  well  as  elsewhere  through¬ 
out  the  Nation. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  believe  that  this  measure  will 
enable  the  Federal  Government  to  in¬ 
augurate  a  sound  program  to  meet  our 
expanded  building  requirements.  I  wish 
to  present  a  related  problem.  There  is 
pending  before  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  a  measure  providing  authority 
for  the  construction  of  county  agricul¬ 
tural  buildings,  H.  R.  3918,  a  program 
which  is  not  adaptable  to  the  procedures 
outlined  in  the  bill  now  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  first  presented  this  proposal 
during  the  79th  Congress  and  have  re¬ 
introduced  the  bill  in  succeeding  Con¬ 
gresses,  but  have  not  urged  action  upon 
it  since  there  has  hardly  been  a  time 
during  this  period  when  it  seemed  ap¬ 
propriate  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  inaugurate  a  building  program.  But, 
Mr.  Speaker,  provision  should  be  made 
for  agricultural  buildings  in  separate 
legislation.  The  Federal  Government  is 
spending  close  to  $3  million  a  year  in 
rental  upon  private  buildings  for  the  use 
of  Federal  agricultural  agencies.  Under 
an  amortization  plan  this  sum  would 
provide  a  beginning  and  ultimately  there 


could  be  built  either  separate  structures 
or  annexes  to  existing  buildings  in  all 
agricultural  counties. 

Under  the  terms  of  my  proposal,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to 
develop  a  program  for  county  buildings 
to  be  constructed  by  the  counties  in 
which  agriculture  is  a  predominant  in¬ 
dustry.  Financial  assistance  on  the  part 
of  the  Federal  Government  should  not 
exceed  30  percent  of  the  construction 
cost  of  the  project,  exclusive  of  the  land, 
except  in  those  counties  where  county 
authorities  certify  that  their  financial 
income  is  not  sufficient  to  meet  the  per¬ 
centage  requirement.  But  in  no  case 
should  more  than  50  percent  of  the 
building  cost  be  supplied  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

In  view  of  the  suggestions  from  vari¬ 
ous  parts  of  the  country  that  at  the  ap¬ 
propriate  time  a  county  agricultural 
building  program  be  undertaken,  I  trust 
that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  will 
be  able  to  take  notice  of  proposals  of 
this  character  during  the  next  session 
of  the  Congress.  My  own  proposal  in¬ 
cludes  the  essential  principles  of  owner¬ 
ship  by  the  counties  and  provision  for 
an  auditorium  for  farm  meetings. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no 
further  requests  for  time  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc. — 

TITLE  I - GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
Is  amended  by  (1)  redesignating  section  411 
therof  as  section  412,  and  (2)  inserting,  im¬ 
mediately  after  section  410  thereof,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section: 

“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services  determines  that  (1)  the 
needs  for  space  for  the  permanent  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  particu¬ 
lar  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization 
of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  and 
(2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States 
will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder, 
he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and  pro¬ 
vide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories 
and  possessions  of  the  United  States  (includ¬ 
ing  Guam) ,  except  for  the  accommodation  of 
activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by 
negotiating  and  entering  into  purchase  con¬ 
tracts,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less 
than  10  nor  more  than  25  years  and  which 
shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the 
property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at 
or  before  the  expiration  of  the  contract  term 
and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase 
contracts.  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall 
include  provision  for  the  application  to  the 
purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  in¬ 
stallment  payments  made  thereunder  in¬ 
cluding  provision  for  the  exchange  of  sur¬ 
plus  real  property  or  real  property  which 
may  become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such 
agreement,  where  the  Administrator  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation 
will  be  served. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Serv¬ 
ices  is  authorized  to  exercise  the  powers 
granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  ex¬ 
isting  properties,  including  those  for  which 
conversions,  additions,  extensions,  or  re¬ 


modeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subse¬ 
quently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms 
of  applicable  purchase  contracts. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Serv¬ 
ices  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation, 
or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectu¬ 
ate  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and 
is  further  authorized  to  bring  about  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the 
control  of  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  including  the  demolition  of  obsolete 
and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon, 
by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by 
others  of  such  structures  and  facilities  as 
shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  pur¬ 
chase  contracts. 

“(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall 
include  such  provisions  as  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services,  in  his  discretion,  shall 
deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the 
performance  of  the  obligations  imposed 
upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter 
into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States: 
Provided,  That  no  such  agreement  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  payment  by  the  United  States 
in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys 
in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of 
15  percent  of  the  appraised  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the 
purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property 
where  construction  shall  not  have  been, 
completed  at  that  date  in  excess  of  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date  of 
completion  of  such  construction. 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agree¬ 
ment  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more 
than  $50,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed 
under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted,  30  days  prior  to  its  effective  date, 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  for 
appropriate  reference  to  committees. 

“(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available 
for  the  payment  of  rent  and  related  charges 
for  premises,  whether  appropriated  directly 
to  the  General  Services  Administration  or 
to  any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and 
received  by  said  Administration  for  such 
purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  General-  Services  to  make  payments 
becoming  due  from  time  to  time  from  the 
United  States  as  current  charges  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  agreements  entered  into  under 
authority  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  no 
such  funds  may  be  expended  for  acquisition 
of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such 
agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  con¬ 
tract  term  specified  therein  (whether  by 
exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise) 
in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of 
funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropria¬ 
tions  are  hereby  authorized:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  value  of  any  Government  real 
property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  such 
agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of 
exchange  to  the  payments  to  be  made  by  the 
United  States  thereunder:  Provided  further, 
That  Government  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in 
part  to  the  purchase  price  of  the  property 
for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that  where 
the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of 
the  purchase  price,  the  amount  of  the  re¬ 
maining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided 
in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
Property  Act  of  1953,  be  covered  into  the 
miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States. 

“(g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster 
General,  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  is  hereby  authorized  to  exercise  the 
authority  vested  in  him  by  this  section  (1) 
to  acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or 
(2)  to  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in 
buildings  acquired  under  this  section  for 
other  purposes. 
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"(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real 
property  acquired  under  the  privisions  of 
this  section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to 
State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same 
shall  pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States. 

"(1)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder 
of  this  section  and  the  application  thereof 
to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not 
be  affected  thereby. 

"(J)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 
of  1949  and  section  355  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall 
apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  en¬ 
tered  into  under  this  section,  except  that 
any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but 
prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of 
title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

"(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection,  sections  3733,  3734,  and 
3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12,  14);  section  1 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  C.  34);  section  3  of  the  act  of 
August  27,  1935,  as  amended  (60  Stat.  257; 
40  U.  S.  C.  304c);  section  407  of  this  act; 
and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  ap¬ 
plicable  labor  standards  provisions)  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  con¬ 
struction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space, 
shall  not  apply  to  purchase  contract  agree¬ 
ments  executed  under  this  section.’’ 

Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  program  authorized  by  this 
title  shall  constitute  a  substitute  for  or  a 
replacement  of  any  program  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures 
as  may  be  required  from  time  to  time  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Public  Buildings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of 
1953.” 

TITLE  II - POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
supplement  existing  provisions  of  law  for 
the  leasing  of  space  for  postal  purposes  by 
providing  authorization  for  the  acquisition 
by  the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space 
through  the  execution  of  lease-purchase  and 
other  agreements  under  which  the  United 
States  will  obtain  immediate  use  of  such 
space  and  will  make  periodic  payments,  and 
in  the  case  of  lease-purchase  agreements  will 
obtain  title  to  the  property  described  therein 
at  or  prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed 
therein.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  program  authorized  by  section 
202  of  this  title  shall  consitute  a  substitute 
for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the 
construction  by  the  United  States  of  such 
structures  as  may  be  required  from  time  to 
time  by  the  postal  service. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster 
General  determines  that  (1)  there  is  a  sub¬ 
stantial  need  for  space  for  postal  purposes  in 
any  particular  area  which  cannot  be  satisfied 
by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suit¬ 
able  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  (2)  th%  receipts  of  the  post  office 
serving  such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year, 
and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  will  be  served  by  taking  action  here¬ 
under,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and 
provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable 
structures  of  permanent-type  construction 
In  the  several  States,  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of 
the  United  States  (including  Guam),  by 
negotiating  and  entering  into  lease-purchase 
agreements,  the  terms  of  which  shall  not  be 
less  than  10  or  more  than  25  years  and  which 
shall  provide  In  each  case  that  title  to  the 
property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or 
before  the  expiration  of  the  leasehold  term 
and  upon  fufillment  of  the  terms  and  condi¬ 


tions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements.  Such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  shall  Include  provision  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon 
therein  of  rental  payments  made  thereunder. 
Such  payments  under  any  such  agreement 
may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization 
of  the  fair  market  value  on  the  date  of  such 
agreement  of  the  property  described  therein. 
The  financial  transactions  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the  ac¬ 
counting  and  auditing  requirements  of  the 
Post  Office  Department  Financial  Control  Act 
of  1950  (act  of  August  17,  1950,  ch.  735,  81st 
Congress,  2d  sess.). 

(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized 
to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section 
with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including 
those  for  which  conversions,  additions,  ex¬ 
tensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and 
properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be 
subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the 
terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments. 

(c)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized 
to  enter  into  agreements,  with  any  person, 
copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or 
private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section;  and  is  further  author¬ 
ized  to  bring  about  the  development  and  im¬ 
provement  of  any  land  purchased  by  the 
United  States  for  postal  purposes,  including 
the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded 
structures  situate  thereon,  by  providing  for 
the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such 
structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  applicable  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment. 

(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement 
shall  include  sUch  provisions  as  the  Post¬ 
master  General,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem 
to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United 
States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  per¬ 
formance  of  the  obligations  imposed  upon 
the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into 
such  agreement  with  the  United  States. 

(e)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office 
Department  for  the  payment  of  rents  are 
authorized  to  be  utilized  by  the  Postmaster 
General  to  make  any  payments  becoming 
due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United 
States  in  pursuance  of  lease -purchase  agree¬ 
ments  entered  into  under  the  authority  of 
this  title :  Provided,  That  no  such  funds 
may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to 
the  property  covered  by  any  lease-purchase 
agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
leasehold  term  specified  therein  (whether 
by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  other¬ 
wise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  ap¬ 
propriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  Postmaster  General 
is  authorized  to — 

(1)  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agree¬ 
ments  with  any  person,  copartnership,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  other  public  or  private  entity, 
on  such  terms  as  the  Postmaster  General 
deems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States,  for  the  erection  by  such  lessor 
of  such  buildings  and  improvements  for 
postal  purposes  as  the  Postmaster  General 
deems  appropriate,  on  lands  sold,  leased,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster 
General  to,  or  otherwise  acquired  by,  such 
person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  pub¬ 
lic  or  private  entity; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  section,  and  without  regard  to  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv¬ 
ices  Act  of  1949  (act  of  June  30,  1949,  ch.  288, 
81st  Cong.,  1st  sess.) ,  as  amended. 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation, 
lease,  donation,  or  otherwise,  and  on  such 
terms  as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the 
best  Interests  of  the  United  States,  real 
property  and  Interests  therein,  for  use  for 
postal  purposes;  and 
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(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests 
therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used  for  postal 
purposes  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on 
such  terms  as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to 
the  best  interests  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  for  the  payment  of  rents  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  utilized  by  the  Postmaster 
General  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may, 
at  the  time  he  enters  into  any  lease-pur¬ 
chase  or  lease  agreement  under  authority 
of  this  title,  include  in  such  agreement  a 
provision  for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid 
to  any  lessor  to  compensate  for  any  increase 
or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased  property. 

Sec.  205.  Amounts  received  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  from  sales,  leases,  or  other  dis¬ 
posals  of  property  acquired  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  by  the  Ppstmaster  General  of  the 
functions  vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall 
be  credited  to  the  current  applicable  appro¬ 
priation  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall 
take  title,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
to  all  real  property  purchased  by  him  under 
authority  of  this  title. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall 
apply  to  the  acquisition  in  fee  simple  of 
real  property  under  this  title,  except  that 
any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire 
real  property  under  this  title  may  be  en¬ 
tered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after  request 
for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of 
the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  title  to  the  real  property  described 
therein. 

(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended  (41  U.  S.  C.  5),  shall  apply  (1) 
to  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  lease- 
purchase  agreements,  under  authority  of 
section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease 
agreements  entered  into  under  authority  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  section  203  (a)  of  this 
title. 

(c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  this  section,  sections  3733,  3734, 
and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12,  14);  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat. 
370;  40  U.  S.  C.  34) ;  and  any  other  provision 
of  law  (except  applicable  labor  standards 
provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  or 
disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of 
buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  any  of  the  functions  performed  by 
the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  208.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered 
into  under  this  title  later  than  a  date  10 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
title. 

Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  in¬ 
clude  in  his  annual  report  an  account  of 
transactions  conducted  during  the  applicable 
year  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Post  Office  Department  Property  Act  of 
1953.” 

Mr.  DONDERO  (interrupting  reading 
of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  further  reading  of 
the  bill  be  dispensed  with  and  that  the 
bill  be  open  for  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi:  Add  a  new  section  to  title  II  to  read 
as  follows: 
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“No  proposed  purchase  contract  agree¬ 
ment  shall  be  executed  under  this  section 
unless  It  has  been  submitted,  30  days  prior 
to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  for  appropriate  reference  to 
committees.” 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  amendment  which  I  have  of¬ 
fered  is  taken  from  the  language  in  title  I 
of  this  bill,  with  the  exception  of  the 
$50,000  limitation  provided  in  title  I.  It 
simply  provides  the  same  type  of  reason¬ 
able  control  by  the  Congress  of  this 
building  function  on  thapart  of  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch  that  it  is  deemed  appro¬ 
priate  to  take  in  title  I.  If  it  is  proper 
for  the  Congress  to  exercise  any  control 
in  regard  to  these  buildings  as  is  provided 
in  title  I,  then  it  is  proper  that  this  con¬ 
trol  should  be  exercised  with  regard  to 
title  II. 

I  see  no  reason  why  we  should  feel  it 
necessary  to  exercise  no  control  whatso¬ 
ever  so  far  as  title  II  is  concerned.  My 
amendment  provides  for  a  reasonable 
control.  It  has  been  approved,  in  effect, 
by  the  executive  department  when  it  asks 
approval  of  the  proposal  listed  in  title  I. 
It  is  not  an  undue  limitation;  it  is  merely 
enforcing  what  should  be  the  natural 
authority,  the  Congress,  in  the  field  of 
public  buildings,  a  historic  role  that  the 
Congress  has  had  ever  since  Federal 
building  construction  began  over  150 
years  ago,  and  which  the  Congress  has 
never  given  up. 

I  think  you  should  realize  that  under 
title  II  of  this  bill  there  will  be  no  post- 
office  buildings  constructed  except  virtu¬ 
ally  under  the  terms  provided  in  that 
title,  which  is  perhaps  a  good  thing,  at 
least  during  this  period  when  financial 
conditions  are  so  stringent.  We  will  not 
be  able  to  get  direct  appropriations  for 
post-office  construction.  But  we  should 
not  give  up  the  historic  role  that  the 
Congress  has  had  in  authorizing  build¬ 
ing  construction.  We  should  have  some 
small  degree  of  check  along  the  lines 
I  have  proposed.  The  language  is  not 
original  with  me;  it  is  merely  the  lan¬ 
guage  provided  on  page  4,  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  I  have  indicated.  If  that  lan¬ 
guage  is  proper  in  regard  to  the  build¬ 
ings  that  will  be  built  by  the  General 
Services  Administration  it  is  certainly 
proper  that  it  should  be  in  effect  in  re¬ 
gard  to  buildings  that  will  be  built  by  the 
Post  Office  Department. 

I  hope  the  committee  will  see  the  rea¬ 
sonableness  of  this  proposal  and  accept 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Under  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  a  building  that  would 
cost  as  little  as  five  or  ten  thousand  dol- 
lare  would  have  to  be  submitted  back 
through  leaving  out  the  limitation  in 
title  I  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  That  is 
right.  Under  the  present  law,  a  post 
office  that  would  cost  as  little  as  five  or 
ten  thousand  dollars  has  to  be  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Congress.  My  amendment 
would  not  provide  that  the  authorization 
process  be  stopped;  it  would  merely  pro¬ 


vide  that  the  voice  of  the  Congress  in 
regard  to  these  authorizations  be  heard. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  new  admin¬ 
istration,  which  has  expressed  so  highly 
its  faith  in  a  good  working  relation  with 
the  Congress,  can  object  to  carrying  over 
this  idea  in  regard  to  post-office  con¬ 
struction  that  it  has  accepted  in  the  field 
of  General  Services  construction. 

Mr.  ANGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon. 

Mx*.  ANGELL.  What  would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  say  in  the  case  where  a  proposal 
was  submitted  to  the  Congress  and  the 
Congress  took  no  action?  What  effect 
would  that  have  on  the  project? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  If  the 
Congress  took  no  action  and  did  not  ap¬ 
prove  it,  the  inference  would  be  that  the 
Congress  did  not  want  it  built.  Cer¬ 
tainly  that  is  the  inference  which  has 
to  be  taken  in  regard  to  these  contracts 
for  building  purposes  under  the  General 
Services  Administration  on  page  4  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  ANGELL.  If  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  was  adopted  and  that  report 
was  submitted,  that  would  end  the  whole 
building  project. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  That  is 
perhaps  correct,  and  perhaps  it  should 
be  ended.  That  is  one  of  the  functions 
and  obligations  of  the  Congress.  If  the 
administration  wants  to  exercise  too 
much  authority,  we  should  be  able  to 
check  on  it.  That  is  what  I  under¬ 
stand  we  are  supposed  to  be  doing, 
checking  on  the  administration’s  spend¬ 
ing  through  its  different  agencies.  As 
far  as  the  efforts  of  a  Congressman  to 
get  any  type  of  building  in  his  district, 
if  the  approval  has  to  be  given  by  the 
Congress,  naturally,  the  Congressman  is 
going  to  have  a  greater  chance  of  getting 
what  he  wants.  That  is  merely  a  by¬ 
product  of  its  own  rule  that  the  Congress 
has  had  in  the  past  in  authorizing  public 
buildings. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith]  did  not  want  to 
leave  a  misleading  statement  in  your 
mind.  He  said  that  his  amendment  to 
title  2  was  the  same  as  the  amendment 
to  title  1  on  page  4. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Certainly,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  beg  the 
gentleman’s  pardon.  I  said  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  limitation  of  $50,000. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Probably  I  was  not 
listening,  so  I  apologize  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  he  said  except  limitation  of 
$50,000.  But  I  do  want  to  call  to  your 
attention  on  page  4  that  we  have  a 
$50,000  limitation.  If  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  was  put  into  effect,  every 
post  office,  whether  it  cost  $10,000  or 
$12,000,  or  $20,000  would  have  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  for  approval. 
Now,  Congress  does  approve  every  single 
project  in  this  legislation.  Why?  Be¬ 
cause  the  lease  agreements,  contracts, 
and  purchases,  are  entirely  paid  out  of 


appropriations  by  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  Congress.  They  can¬ 
not  exceed  appropriations  established 
for  rentals,  which  means  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  does  have,  and 
you  as  members  of  the  committee  have, 
a  chance  to  check  on  every  single  item 
if  you  want  to,  because  when  that  appro¬ 
priation  bill  comes  before  the  Congress 
there  must  be  a  record  made. 

Let  me  read  from  page  13  of  the  bill: 

The  Postmaster  General  shall  Include  in 
his  annual  report  an  account  of  transac¬ 
tions  conducted  during  the  applicable  year 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Congress  does  have  a  hand  in  what  is 
going  to  be  done.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  three  branches  of  government,  the 
executive,  the  legislative,  and  the  judi¬ 
cial.  If  we,  as  the  legislative  branch, 
are  going  to  dictate  to  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  then  we  are 
exceeding  the  authority  given  to  us  by 
the  Constitution  of  these  United  States. 
We  must  have  those  three  branches,  and 
it  is  our  prerogative  to  take  care  of  and 
O.  K.,  if  you  please,  these  transactions, 
and  we  do  it  when  it  comes  time  to  vote 
on  the  appropriation  bills. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  I  think  the 
point  that  the  gentleman  just  made 
about  encroachment  on  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  was  the  basis 
on  which  the  President  vetoed  the  pre¬ 
vious  legislation. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 
In  the  President’s  veto  message  of  last 
year  it  was  explained  that  was  one  of 
his  reasons  for  vetoing  the  legislation. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  has  made  a  very 
worthwhile  argument  and  I  think  he  has 
convinced  the  Members.  Let  us  vote. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

There  are  some  technical  points  in  this 
bill.  This  bill  came  out  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  by  unanimous  vote.  It  passed  the 
Committee  on  Rules  by  unanimous  vote 
and  I  certainly  hope  that  the  member¬ 
ship  will  defeat  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith], 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  As  I  understand  the 
discussion,  the  idea  of  this  bill  is  that 
we  may  pay  for  post  offices  and  other 
public  buildings  on  the  installment  plan. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  That  is  the  way  70 
percent  of  the  people  in  America  bought 
their  homes. 

May  I  make  this  comment:  If  the  mili¬ 
tary  of  our  Government  had  built  the 
housing  for  the  military  people  who  draw 
rent  money  under  the  laws  of  Congress 
we  would  have  saved  hundreds  and  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 
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Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man,  and  I  do  know  of  his  interest  in  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  May  I  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  if  this  plan 
would  not  expedite  and  facilitate  the 
building  of  post  offices  in  communities 
that  need  them  really  badly  at  the 
present  time? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Very  much  so. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
is  defeated. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Davis  of  Geor¬ 
gia  to  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith 
of  Mississippi:  Insert  after  the  word  “agree¬ 
ment”,  the  following:  “calling  for  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  more  than  $25,000  total.” 

(Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  express  approval  of  the 
legislation  in  general,  but  I  feel  that  the 
amendment  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Smith]  has  offered  will  serve 
a  good  purpose,  provided  there  is  a  figure 
placed  in  there  which  would  limit  the 
application  of  his  amendment  to  projects 
which  cost  a  total  of  $25,000  or  more. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  think 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  is  a  very 
good  one,  and  I  am  glad  to  support  his 
amendment  to  my  amendment. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

As  you  will  notice  on  page  4,  the  bill 
calls  for  the  supervising  of  these  con¬ 
tracts  in  every  other  department  where 
the  bill  may  apply  except  the  Post  Office 
Department,  where  the  expenditure  is 
more  than  $50,000  per  annum.  We  have 
also  already  in  existence  a  provision  of 
this  same  nature  which  applies  to  pur¬ 
chases,  leases,  or  sales  by  the  military 
departments.  In  title  6  of  Public  Law 
155  of  the  82d  Congress  it  was  provided 
that  all  purchasing,  leasing,  and  dispos¬ 
ing  of  real  property  by  the  military  de¬ 
partments  and  the  Civil  Defense  Admin¬ 
istration  where  the  amount  involved  is 
$25,000  or  more  must  be  cleared  with 
the  House  and  Senate  subcommittees. 
It  is  a  simple  procedure.  It  does  not 
involve  any  great  detail.  It  works  very 
satisfactorily  and  has  already  been  tried 
and  tested  in  these  military  and  civil 
defense  leases,  purchases,  and  sales. 

I  have  talked  to  the  staff  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  to  get 
the  details  of  how  they  work  that  provi¬ 
sion  of  the  law.  When  it  is  proposed  to 
purchase,  lease,  or  dispose  of  any  real 
property  by  the  military  departments, 
this  is  what  happens :  They  submit  mim¬ 
eographed  descriptions  of  the  plans  to 
purchase,  lease,  or  dispose  of  real  prop¬ 
erty,  the  value  of  which  is  $25,000  or 
more,  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices.  Copies  of  the  plans  are  distributed 
to  each  member.  At  a  later  date,  usually 


about  10  days,  they  have  a  subcommittee 
on  that  subject  which  meets  to  consider 
them.  They  do  give  them  consideration, 
and  if  the  case  appears  to  be  worthy  and 
meritorious  they  approve  it,  that  is  all 
there  is  to  it.  If  not,  then  under  that 
law  they  have  the  opportunity  to  prevent 
waste  and  extravagant  purchases  or 
leases,  and  to  exercise  that  supervision 
which  the  Congress  is  supposed  to  exer¬ 
cise  over  the  spending  of  the  peoples’ 
money.  Why  should  the  Department  of 
the  Post  Office  be  the  only  department 
of  the  Government  which  is  exempted 
from  this  kind  of  supervision  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  when  every  other  department  is 
subjected  to  it?  Of  course,  it  would  not 
be  in  title  I  of  this  bill  unless  the  com¬ 
mittee  thought  it  would  be  worthwhile 
insofar  as  these  other  matters  are 
concerned. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Can  the 
gentleman  see  any  logic  in  the  Congress 
in  the  same  piece  of  legislation  providing 
one  requirement  for  one  department  of 
the  Government  and  then  exempting 
another  department? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  can  see  no 
logic  in  it,  particularly  when  in  another 
piece  of  legislation  which  we  passed  in 
the  82d  Congress,  we  made  the  same 
provision  with  regard  to  the  military 
department  and  the  civil  defense.  What 
is  there  about  the  Post  Office  Department 
that  makes  them  exempt  from  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Congress  in  the  same  way 
that  the  military  and  civil  defense  and 
all  other  departments  which  are  involved 
in  this  bill  are  subject  except  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Post  Office? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service.  Is  it 
his  understanding  that  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted  it  would  have  any  effect 
whatsoever  toward  reducing  the  number 
of  post  .offices  that  would  be  constructed 
under  the  bill? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it  would.  I  do  not  think  it  would 
put  any  heavy  burden  on  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service.  I  men¬ 
tioned  this  atrlhe  time  we  had  this  legis¬ 
lation  up,  with  the  ranking  Democratic 
member  of  our  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Murray]  and  I  told 
him  at  that  time  that  I  wTas  in  favor  of 
a  similar  provision  to  this  being  in  the 
bill.  We  had  some  hearings  on  this  leg¬ 
islation  before  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service,  and  then  the 
bill  which  was  pending  there  got  out  of 
our  committee  and  got  into  the  other 
committee  here  and  so  it  is  here  before 
the  House  in  this  bill.  That  is  my  ver¬ 
sion  of  it,  and  I  think  the  amendment 
is  good. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  expired. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 

I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  usually  dif¬ 
fer  with  my  distingushed  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia,  and  I  dare  say 
he  may  be  correct.  I  hardly  think  so. 
Do  I  understand  it  is  it  hi$  opinion 
his  proposed  amendment  would  not 
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slow  down  the  program  we  are  provid¬ 
ing  in  this  legislation?  Is  that  his 
opinion? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Yes,  I  think 
this  is  a  very  necessary  procedure.  I 
do  not  think  it  would  slow  it  down  any 
more  than  is  necessary  to  give  our  com¬ 
mittee  a  reasonable  look  at  it. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Is  the  gentle¬ 
man  satisfied  with  all  the  remainder  of 
title  II? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Yes,  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  remainder  of  it. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Except  just  the 
proposed  item  of  $25,000. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  regret  to  dif¬ 
fer  with  the  gentleman.  I  still  think 
the  $50,000  figure  ought  to  remain  in  the 
bill.  I  cannot  understand  his  logic  on 
that,  but  maybe  I  do  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  have  not 
undertaken  to  change  the  $50,000  figure 
which  is  on  page  4  of  the  bill.  I  have 
undertaken  to  put  the  figure  $25,000  in 
the  amendment  which  was  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Smith].  I  have  not  undertaken  by  my 
amendment  to  affect  the  $50,000  at  all 
in  line  12,  on  page  4.  My  amendment 
does  not  apply  to  that. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
cannot  hear  the  explanation  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  and  I  would  very  much  like  to 
hear  it. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  was  saying 
to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  that  my 
amendment  does  not  apply  at  all  to  the 
figure  $50,000  in  line  12,  on  page  4.  My 
amendment  merely  places  the  figure 
$25,000  in  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith] 
to  title  II  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  The  gentleman 
from  Georgia  offers  an  amendment  to 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith],  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Yes,  which 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  says  he 
will  accept. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  do  not  want 
to  argue  the  point,  but  I  still  think  the 
language  ought  to  remain  as  presently 
in  the  bill.  That  is  my  opinion. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  will  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  neither  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
nor  the  amendment  that  I  offer  will 
strike  any  language  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

This  bill  comes  to  the  House,  as  ex¬ 
plained  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  McGregor],  under  a  unanimous 
vote  of  our  committee.  I  hate  to  oppose 
any  amendment  offered  by  my  good 
friend  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Smith],  or  my  good  friend  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Davis], 
but  it  changes  the  bill  somewhat,  and, 
therefore,  I  am  asking  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  substitute  amendment  be 
voted  down. 
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Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  HARDY.  Would  the  gentleman 
explain  the  reason  for  leaving  out  the 
provision  with  respect  to  the  post  office, 
which  was  put  in  with  respect  to  the 
General  Services  Administration? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  question  of 
leases  that  may  come  up  will  involve 
amounts  smaller  than  provided  in  the 
bill,  and  we  think  it  best  to  leave  it  just 
as  we  reported  it  to  the  House. 

Mi*.  HARDY.  If  you  have  a  $25,000  or 
$50,000  limitation,  it  does  not  seem  to  me 
that  those  are  very  small  leases. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Of  course,  this  title 
of  the  bill  comes  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Post  Office  Committee  and  not 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  But  it 
has  been  agreed  to  by  both  committees 
that  the  bill,  and  as  we  have  reported  it, 
will  do  the  work  and  would  expedite  the 
building  of  post  offices  in  this  country. 
For  that  reason  we  left  it  out. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word.  I  shall  take 
but  1  or  2  minutes.  The  provision  re¬ 
quiring  that  these  matters  be  resub¬ 
mitted  to  the  committees,  it  seems  to  me, 
is  a  good  provision.  I  do  not  see  any 
reason  wliy  it  should  be  included  with 
respect  to  General  Services  and  left  out 
with  respect  to  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment.  / 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  know  of  any  difficulty  that  has 
attended  the  lease,  purchase,  or  sale  of 
real  property  where  this  same  super¬ 
vision  is  exercised  by  the  Military  De¬ 
partment? 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  might  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  am  currently  serving  on 
the  Real  Estate  Subcommittee  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  and  every  one 
of  these  projects  of  the  military  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  our  committee  under  the  very 
able  chairmanship  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Cunningham].  I  know 
of  no  particular  delay  that  has  been  oc¬ 
casioned  by  the  submission  of  these 
leases  or  these  real-estate  acquisitions. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  I  believe  it  was 
on  yesterday  or  the  day  before,  our  com¬ 
mittee  saved  $103,000  on  a  lease  which 
was  not  proper.  I  think  the  same  would 
happen  in  a  great  many  cases  in  the 
Pest  Office  as  well  as  in  General  Services. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  McGREGOR,  Regardless  whether 
or  not  this  amendment  is  approved,  you 
are  going  to  get  exactly  the  same  situa¬ 
tion  as  far  as  the  vote  on  the  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committee  or  the  vote  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  concerned,  because  I  refer  the 
gentleman  to  the  language,  “The  Post¬ 
master  General  shall  include  in  his  an¬ 
nual  report,”  and  so  ^forth. 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  might  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  do  not  think  the  Appro¬ 


priations  Committee  action  will  cover 
these  matters.  Funds  are  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  making  leases,  and 
Congress  has  no  control  over  individual 
leases  at  all.  In  addition  to  that,  I  think 
the  legislative  committees  which  have 
jurisdiction  are  in  a  better  position  to 
scrutinize  these  individual  items  than  is 
the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  of  course,  when  the 
bill  comes  to  the  floor  every  Member  of 
Congress,  whether  he  is  a  member  of  a 
legislative  committee  or  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  has  the  right  to 
demand  and  to  receive  information  rel¬ 
ative  to  each  specifig  project. 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  thmk  the  gentleman 
misses  the  point.  The  point  is  that  Con¬ 
gress  will  not  get  the  chance  to  scrutinize 
these  until  after  the  contract  has  been 
entered  into.  Unless  the  projects  are 
submitted  before  the  leases  are  made, 
we  shall  not  be  able  to  reject  them,  if 
they  ought  to  be  rejected.  This  is  so  with 
regard  to  the  Congress  as  a  whole  and 
to  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  want  to  tell  my 
good  friend  that  in  the  General  Services 
Agency  we  have  the  clause  that  is  being 
suggested. 

Mr.  HARDY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  But  we  found  out 
that  the  Post  Office  officials  were  not  in 
accord  with  that. 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  am  not  surprised. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  do  not  want 
to  get  into  a  scrap  with  the  Post  Office 
Department,  we  do  not  want  to  get  into 
a  scrap  with  the  administration,  or  with 
the  General  Services  Administration  as 
we.  did  last  year  and  got  no  bill.  That 
is  what  is  going  to  happen,  you  are  go¬ 
ing  to  stir  up  that  same  argument  that 
we  had  last  year  with  the  result  that 
there  will  be  no  bill  and  then  you  will 
be  hollering  to  the  liigh  heavens  because 
you  have  not  got  a  post  office. 

Mr.  HARDY.  But  under  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  this  amendment  if  the  Post 
Office  Committee  decides  that  it  will  not 
do  a  thing  about  these  cases  it  has  it 
within  its  power,  and  under  this  language 
it  is  not  required  to  do  anything  at  all. 
But  if  they  are  submitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  it  at  least  has  the  opportunity  to 
scrutinize  them  if  it  cares  to  do  so. 
There  is  no  directive  in  this  amendment; 
and  insofar  as  I  can  see  it  certainly 
would  not  impose  any  burden  on  the 
Post  Office  Committee  which  that  com¬ 
mittee  would  not  care  to  assume. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  my  colleague  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  sure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  sat  in  on  conference  com¬ 
mittees  with  the  various  departments 
and  he  realizes  that  when  you  get  agree¬ 
ment  on  the  part  of  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  the  Budget,  and  those  inter¬ 
ested  outside  of  the  governmental  func¬ 
tions,  then  it  is  most  difficult  after  you 
have  established  it  to  come  on  to  the 
floor  and  make  some  changes. 

My  distinguished  friend  from  Missis¬ 
sippi,  the  author  of  this  amendment,  dis¬ 


cussed  this  amendment  in  the  commit- 
t66. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

(Mr.  HARDY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute. ) 

Mr.  HARDY.  This  is  perfectly  rea¬ 
sonable.  A  similar  provision  is  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  military  except  it  requires 
that  the  Armed  Services  Committee  come 
into  agreement  with  the  military  before 
they  can  proceed.  The  language  of  this 
amendment  does  not  make  any  such  re¬ 
quirement.  If  the  Committee  on  the 
Post  Office  and  the  Civil  Service  does 
not  care  to  scrutinize  these,  under  this 
language  it  does  not  have  to,  but  it  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  do  so  if  it  so 
desires  in  its  wisdom. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Smith  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi  and  by  unanimous  consent  Mr.. 
Hardy  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  am  sorry 
to  impose  on  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  but  during  his  statement  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  made  a .  statement 
which  I  think  should  be  corrected. 

First  of  all,  this  amendment  was  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  committee.  It  was  not 
voted  on.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio  sug¬ 
gested  that  we  put  it  off  until  we  got  to 
the  floor,  when  there  would  be  some  Civil 
Service  Committee  people  here  and  per¬ 
haps  it  would  be  accepted.  A  few  min¬ 
utes  ago  I  took  this  up  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  that  committee  and  he  indicated 
that  he  would  not  object  to  it,  but  he 
said:  “Let  us  see  how  Mr.  McGregor 
feels.”  Then  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
did  not  like  it.  That  is  the  situation. 
This  matter  never  came  to  a  vote  in  the 
Public  Works  Committee. 

Mr.  HARDY.  Since  I  still  have  con¬ 
trol  of  the  time  I  do  not  want  this  to  get? 
to  the  stage  of  an  argument  here.  I 
think  this  is  a  good  amendment.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  might  ad¬ 
versely  affect  it  so  I  just  hope  it  can  be 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi'  [Mr. 
Smith]  and  the  amendment  offered  to 
the  amendment  by  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Davis]. 

This  amendment  was  never  consid¬ 
ered  by  our  committee;  it  was  not  pro¬ 
posed  to  our  committee.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
had  a  bill  which  is  now  title  II  of  the 
present  bill  under  consideration.  Last 
year,  as  chairman  of  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee,  I  introduced  a 
similar  bill.  It  passed  the  House.  Un¬ 
fortunately  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  was  able  to  get  an  amendment 
somewhat  similar  to  the  one  he  is  now 
proposing  adopted,  and  as  a  result  the 
bill  last  year  was  not  approved  by  the 
President. 

The  language  of  title  II  has  the  unani¬ 
mous  approval  of  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service.  This 
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amendment  will  slow  down  the  lease- 
purchase  program  of  the  Post  Office  De- 
partme«t  and  will  be  of  no  benefit  what¬ 
soever.  ' 

I  ask  that  the  amendment  and  the 
amendment  to  the  amendment  be  voted 
down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
'"the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Davis]  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  t[y  Mr.  Davis  of 
Georgia)  there  were — ayes  20,  noes  56. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  "The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith]  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule  the 
Committee  rises. 

3  Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Van  Zandt,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com¬ 
mittee,  having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts ;  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Res¬ 
olution  344  he  reported  the  bill  back  to 
the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table.  -  , 


AMENDMENT  TO  RAILROAD  RETIRE¬ 
MENT  ACT  OF  1937,  AS  AMENDED 

Mr.. LATHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  336  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
356)  to  amend  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1937,  as  amended.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  the 
bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the 
6-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 


Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith],  and  at  this 
time  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  336  is 
a  rule  which  provides  for  2  hours  general 
debate,  an  open  rule,  in  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  H.  R.  356.  That  bill  is  a  meas¬ 
ure  which  would  retroactively  repeal  one 
of  the  provisions  which  was  written  into 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  by  the  82d 
Congress  in  1951.  The  provision  it  deals 
with  is  the  so-called  social  security  offset 
provision,  otherwise  known  as  the  dual¬ 
benefit  provision. 

Tire  provision  which  it  is  sought  now 
to  repeal  is  one  that  would  reduce  the 
pension  of  certain  retired  railroad  work¬ 
ers  who  might  be  entitled  to  social-secu¬ 
rity  benefits  even  though  they  do  not  get 
social-security  benefits.  It  has  been 
thought  that  that  provision  is  mani¬ 
festly  unfair.  It  was  not  intended  by  the 
Congress  to  effect  that  result  and  this 
measure  would  cure  that  defect  in  the 
law.  It  would  seem  to  be  a  very  meri¬ 
torious  piece  of  legislation,  although 
there  is  some  controversy  with  regard 
to  it. 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Michigan.  The 
American  Association  of  Railroads  is  op¬ 
posed  to  this  bill.  Eighty  percent  of  rail¬ 
road  labor,  or  the  people  representing 
railroad  labor,  are  opposed  to  it.  The 
Railroad  Retirement  Board,  which  ad¬ 
ministers  this  law,  is  opposed  to  it  unan¬ 
imously.  Under  those  circumstances, 
where  practically  everybody  concerned 
with  the  railroad  retirement  problem, 
the  employers,  the  employees,  and  the 
agencies  administering  the  law  being  dia¬ 
metrically  opposed  to  it,  does  he  not 
think  this  is  a  poor  time  for  the  House  to 
bring  up  a  matter  of  this  kind? 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  committee  has  re¬ 
ported  this  bill,  I  suggest  that  we  adopt 
the  rule  expeditiously.  Certainly  it 
should  be  considered  by  the  House,  and 
then  a  full  discussion  of  the  merits  of  the 
bill  can  be  had. 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  For  the  benefit  of 
the  House,  the  International  Machinists 
Union,  some  800,000,  are  supporting  this 
bill;  the  Congress  of  Industrial  Organi¬ 
zations,  with  better  than  100,000  mem¬ 
bers  who  are  railroad  employees;  the 
United  Steel  Workers  of  America,  with 
some  10,000  employees;  the  Railway  Pa¬ 
trolmen’s  International  Union  of  the 
American  Federaion  of  Labor,  are  all 
supporting  this  bill.  So  do  the  BRT, 
ORC,  BLE,  B.  L.  F.  and  E.  and  the  switch¬ 
men’s  union.  Therefore,  I  challenge  the 
statement  that  80  percent  of  the  railroad 
employees  of  this  country  are  opposed  to 
this  bill. 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Michigan.  Does  the 
gentleman  dispute  the  fact  that  the 
Railway  Labor  Executive  Association, 
representing  approximately  80  percent 


July 

of  the  railroad  employees,  is  opposed 
to  this  bill? 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  I  reply  to  the 
gentleman  by  saying  that  Mr.  A.  J. 
Hayes,  international  president  of  the  In¬ 
ternational  Association  of  Machinists, 
an  organization  affiliated  with  the  Rail¬ 
way  Labor  Executive  Association,  wired 
me  to  the  effect  that  800,000  members, 
of  his  organization  which  represents  the 
machinists,  the  machinists  helpers  and 
apprentices  of  every  railway  carrier  of 
this  country,  after  due  study  and  con¬ 
sideration,  wholeheartedly  supports  the 
enactment  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Michigan.  There 
are  only  45,000  persons  who  belong  to 
that  union  who  are  railroad  workers,  so 
the  800,000  figure  is  certainly  mislead¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  As  I  indicated,  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  is  some  slight  controversy 
in  regard  to  this  measure.  I  therefore 
suggest  we  adopt  the  rule  speedily  and 
get  on  to  the  merits  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Wain- 
wright]  . 

Mr.  WAINWRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  associate  myself  with  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Latham],  in  urging  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  336.  I  would  also  like 
to  state  at  this  time  that  I  am  delighted 
to  support  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Van  Zandt!  ,  in 
support  of  H.  R.  356. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Springer]. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  enactment  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  good  legislation,  and  is  in  the 
best  interests  of  railroad  employees  gen¬ 
erally. 

As  you  will  recall,  a  pensioner  who 
retires  under  the  provisions  of  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Act  at  the  present  time 
cannot  receive  any  benefits  under  the 
Social  Security  Act,  even  though  he  may 
have  worked  the  required  number  of 
quarters  to  become  a  pensioner  under 
the  Social  Security  Act.  In  my  opinion 
this  is  highly  discriminatory  against 
railroad  workers  generally. 

Under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  any  pensioner  is  entitled  to  draw 
his  civil  service  retirement  pay  and  in 
addition  may  become  regularly  employed 
if  he  so  wishes  and  receive  old-age  bene¬ 
fits  under  the  Social  Security  Act.  The 
same  is  true  in  almost  every  other  pen¬ 
sion  system  of  the  Federal  Government. 
This  is  true  of  the  Foreign  Service  re¬ 
tirement  system  and  of  the  retirement 
systems  for  the  employees  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  System  and  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority.  In  addition,  every 
pensioner  under  State  retirement  sys¬ 
tems  is  entitled  after  he  has  retired  to 
work  at  other  gainful  employment  and 
in  addition  to  receive  social  security 
benefits,  if  he  so  qualifies.  Individuals 
who  retire  from  the  Army,  Air  Force, 
Navy,  Marine  Corps,  Coast  Guard, 
Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey,  Public 
Health  Service,  or  from  the  Federal  ju¬ 
diciary  receive  the  full  pension  to  which 
they  are  entitled  without  any  reduction 
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To  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts ;  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES 

4  •  ADMINISTRATION 

5  Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended 

6  by  (1)  redesignating  section  411  thereof  as  section  412, 
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and  (2)  inserting,  immediately  after  section  410  thereof, 
the  following  new  section : 

“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  determines  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the 
permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  par¬ 
ticular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 
property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will 
be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of 
activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States  (including  Guam) ,  except  for  the  accommoda¬ 
tion  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiat¬ 
ing  and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such 
terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment 
payments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for  the  ex¬ 
change  of  surplus  real  property  or  real  property  which  may 
become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the 
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Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  he 
served. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with 
respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con¬ 
versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  re¬ 
quired,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be 
subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 
purchase  contracts. 

“(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author¬ 
ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person,  copartnership, 
corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate 
any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  including  the  demolition  of 
obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon,  by  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase 
contracts. 

“(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such 
provisions  as  the  Administrator  of  General  Services,  in  his 
discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
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obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter 
into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the 
United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys 
in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date 
of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date 
of  completion  of  such  construction. 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  calling 
for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50,000  per  annum  shall 
be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  submitted, 
thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
for  appropriate  reference  to  committees. 

“(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or  to 
any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  make  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current 
charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under 
authority  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may 
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be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered 
by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract 
term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  pur¬ 
chase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation 
of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are 
hereby  authorized:  Provided  further,  That  the  value  of  any 
Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  such 
agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  Government  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that 
where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided 
in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act 
of  1953,  be  covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

“  (g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the  „ 
Administrator  of  General  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to 
exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  section  (1)  to 
acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or  (2)  to  provide  space 
for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section 
for  other  purposes. 

“(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property 
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acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall 
be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

“(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application  thereof  to  other 
persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby. 

“  (j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall 
apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into  under  this 
section,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  O.  34)  ;  section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1935, 
as  amended  (60  Stat.  257;  40  U.  S.  C.  304c)  ;  section  407 
of  this  Act;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  appli¬ 
cable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  of 
real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space. 
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shall  not  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  executed 
under  this  section.” 

Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 
the  program  authorized  by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be 
required  from  time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Build¬ 
ings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1953”. 

TITLE  II— POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement 
existing  provisions  of  law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal 
purposes  by  providing  authorization  for  the  acquisition  by 
the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space  through  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements  under  which  the 
United  States  will  obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and 
will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in  the  case  of  lease- 
purchase  agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  de¬ 
scribed  therein  at  or  prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed 
therein.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the 
program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this  title  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as 
may  he  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  postal  service. 
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1  Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  cle- 

2  termines  that  (1)  there  is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for 

3  postal  purposes  in  any  particular  area  which  cannot  be  satis- 

4  fled  by  utilization  of  an}^  existing  property  suitable  for  the 

5  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  the  receipts  of 

6  the  post  office  serving  such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year, 

7  and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served 

8  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  ob- 

9  tain  and  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  struc- 

10  tures  of  permanent-type  construction  in  the  several  States, 

11  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions 

12  of  the  United  States  (including  Guam),  by  negotiating  and 

13  entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which 

14  shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 

15  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
Id  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 

17  the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con- 

18  ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements. 

19  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  ap- 
29  plication  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  rental 

21  payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any  such 

22  agreement  may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the 
22  fair  market  value  on  the  date  of  such  agreement  of  the  prop- 
24  ertv  described  therein.  The  financial  transactions  of  the 
2b  Post  Office  Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-purchase 
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agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting  and  auditing 
requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Financial  Control 
Act  of  1950  (Act  of  August  17,  1950,  cb.  735,  Eighty-first 
Congress,  second  session). 

(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  exercise 
the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing 
properties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions, 
extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments. 

(c)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 
other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the 
purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 
about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  United  States  for  postal  purposes,  including 
the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situate 
thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others 
of  such  structures  and  facilities  as  shall  he  the  subject  of 
the  applicable  lease-purchase  agreement. 

(d)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include 
such  provisions  as  the  Postmaster  General,  in  his  discretion, 
shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States 
and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations 
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1  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such 

2  agreement  with  the  United  States. 

3  (e)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 

4  for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  he  utilized 

5  by  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  any  payments  becom- 

6  ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  in 

7  pursuance  of  lease-purchase  agreements  entered  into  under 

8  the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds 

9  may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 

10  covered  by  any  lease-purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  ex- 

11  piration  of  the  leasehold  term  specified  therein  (whether 

12  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence 

13  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which 

14  appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

15  Sec.  203.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 

16  law,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to — 

17  (1)  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agreements  with 

18  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public 

19  or  private  entity,  on  such  terms  as  the  Postmaster  Gen- 

20  eral  deems  to  he  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 

21  States,  for  the  erection  by  such  lessor  of  such  buildings 

22  and  improvements  for  postal  purposes  as  the  Postmaster 

23  General  deems  appropriate,  on  lands  sold,  leased,  or 

24  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster  General  to,  or 
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otherwise  acquired  by,  such  person,  copartnership,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  public  or  private  entity; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  without  regard  to  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Act  of  June  30, 
1949,  ch.  288,  Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session) ,  as 
amended — 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease, 
donation,  or  otherwise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he 
shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States,  real  property  and  interests  therein, 
for  use  for  postal  purposes ;  and 

(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests 
therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms 
as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States. 

(b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by 
the  Postmaster  General  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he 
enters  into  any  lease-purchase  or  lease  agreement  under 
authority  of  this  title,  include  in  such  agreement  a  provision 
for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compen- 
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sate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 
property. 

Sec.  205.  Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from 
sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired  in  the 
performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  functions 
vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current 
applicable  appropriation  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the  purposes  of 
this  title. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  all  real  property  purchased 
by  him  under  authority  of  this  title. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  Kevised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition 
in  fee  simple  of  real  property  under  this  title,  except  that 
any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire  real  property  under 
this  title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after 
request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  real 
property  described  therein. 

(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  O.  5) ,  shall  apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  by  lease-purchase  agreements,  under  authority  of 
section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease  agreements 
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entered  into  under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section 
203  (a)  of  this  title. 

(c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
this  section,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  O.  34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except 
applicable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or 
leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions 
performed  by  the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  208.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this 
title  later  than  a  date  ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  title. 

Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his 
annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  conducted  during 
the  applicable  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Post  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  24,  1953. 

Attest:  LYLE  0.  SHADED, 

Clerk. 
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Supreme  Court  to  make  and  publish  rules  for  procedure 
on  review  of  decisions  of  Tax  Court; 

Without  amendment — S.  J.  Res.  53,  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  granting  the  right  to 
vote  to  citizens  who  have  attained  the  age  of  18; 

The  nominations  of  Don  N.  Laramore,  of  Indiana,  to 
be  judge  of  the  U.  S.  Court  of  Claims,  Robert  Tieken 
to  be  U.  S.  attorney  for  northern  district  of  Illinois,  and 
Thomas  Ramage  Ethridge  to  be  U.  S.  attorney  for 
Northern  district  of  Mississippi; 

An  interim  report  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Juvenile 
Delinquency;  and 

Twelve  private  immigration  bills  (S.  447,  628,  803, 
891,  1362,  1808,  1850,  2198,  2411,  2438;  H.  R.  1148,  and 
4°56). 

Committee  indefinitely  postponed  further  action  on 
S.  43,  prohibiting  U.  S.  officers  and  employees  from 
accepting  payments  for  retention  in  employment,  and 
33  private  immigration  bills  (S.  72,  284,  348,  392,  402, 


D277 

434?  5i4,  5X5?  553?  566?  744?  745?  772,  791,  792,  802,  817, 
843?  858,  936,  949,  968,  980,  986,  988,  995,  996,  1047,  IIOI, 
1121,  1136,  1167,  and  1219). 

TAFT-HARTLEY  AMENDMENTS 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare:  Committee 
continued,  in  executive  session,  its  consideration  of 
S.  2650,  to  amend  the  Labor-Manag^Aient  Relations  Act 
of  1947,  but  did  not  complete  its  work  and  will  continue 
its  consideration  tomorrow. 

GOVERNMENT  BUILDING  CONTRACTS 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s :  Committee,  in  executive 
session,  ordered  favorably  reported  with  amendments 
H.  R.  6342,  to  authorize  GSA  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  con¬ 
tracts,  and  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster 
General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes. 
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House  of  Representatives 


Chamber  Action 

Bills  Introduced:  24  public  bills,  H.  R.  8377-8400;  14 
private  bills,  H.  R.  8401-8414;  and  4  resolutions,  H.  J. , 
Res.  467-469,  and  H.  Con.  Res.  213,  were  introduced. 

Pages  3098-3099 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  filed  as  follows: 

H.  R.  7061,  to  prescribe  and  regulate  the  procedure  for 
adoption  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  amended 
(H.  Rept.  1347) ;  and 

H.  R.  7062,  to  amend  the  act  of  April  22, 1944,  which 
regulates  the  placement  of  children  in  family  homes  in 
the  District  of  Columbia,  amended  (H.  Rept.  1348). 

Page  3098 

Private  Bills:  H.  R.  752  and  2214,  both  private  bills, 
were  cleared  for  Presidential  'action  by  House  concur¬ 
rence  in  Senate  amendments  thereto.  Page  3054 

Consent  Calendar:  On  the  call  of  the  Consent  Calen¬ 
dar  the  following  bills  were  passed : 

Cleared  for  the  President: 

Washington  land:  Si  1827,  to  quiet  title  and  possession 
with  respect  to  certain  real  property  in  Washington. 

Flag  display:  S.  2111,  to  permit  the  flying  of  the  U.  S. 
flag  for  24  hours  each  day  in  Flag  House  Square,  Balti¬ 
more,  Md.  / 

Red-cedar / hingles :  S.  2348,  to  repeal  the  act  author¬ 
izing  the  Director  of  the  Census  to  collect  and  publish 
statistics  of  red-cedar  shingles. 

Connecticut  lands:  S.  2408  (in  lieu  of  H.  R.  8045), 
directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  convey  certain 
land  located  in  Windsor  Locks,  Conn.,  to  the  State  of 
Connecticut. 


Sent  to  the  Senate  without  amendment: 

Alabama-Florida  agreement:  H.  J.  Res.  347,  granting 
the  consent  of  Congress  fo  an  agreement  between  the 
State  of  Alabama  and  the  State  of  Florida  establishing 
a  boundary  between  such  States. 

Missouri  Basin  reclamation:  H.  R.  4721,  to  provide 
that  the  excess-land  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  shall  not  apply  to  lands  in  the  Owl  Creek  unit 
of  the  Missouri  Basin  project. 

Patents:  H.  R.  6280,  to  extend  temporarily  the  rights 
of  priority  of  nationals  of  Japan  and  certain  nationals 
of  Germany  with  respect  to  applications  for  patents. 

Land  transfer:  H.  R.  7057,  to  authorize  transfer,  ex¬ 
change,  and  disposition  of  land  in  the  Eden  project, 
Wyoming. 

World  peace:  H.  R.  778 6,  to  honor  veterans  on  the 
nth  day  of  November  of  each  year,  a  day  dedicated  to 
world  peace. 

Immigration:  IT.  R.  8092,  to  facilitate  the  entry  of 
Philippine  traders. 

Refugee  Relief  Act:  H.  R.  8193,  to  amend  the  Refugee 
Relief  Act  of  1953. 

Sent  to  the  Senate,  amended: 

Prayer  for  deliverance:  S.  Con.  Res.  63,  requesting 
American  churches  and  synagogues  to  devote  portions 
of  their  services  on  April  18  (Easter  and  Passover)  to 
special  prayer  for  deliverance  of  those  behind  the  Iron 
Curtain. 

Mammoth  Cave  National  Par\:  S.  79,  relating  to  non- 
Federal  cave  properties  within  the  authorized  bound¬ 
aries  of  Mammoth  Cave  National  Park  in  Kentucky. 

Puerto  Rican  lands:  S.  1548,  providing  for  exchange 
of  certain  lands  in  Puerto  Rico. 
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Fort  Union  National  Monument :  H.  R.  1005,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  establishment  of  the  Fort  Union  National 
Monument,  N.  Mex. 

Tax  Court  decisions :  H.  R.  1067,  authorizing  the 
U.  S.  Supreme  Court  to  make  and  publish  rules  for 
procedure  on  review  of  decisions  of  the  Tax  Court  of 
the  United  States. 

Indians:  H.  R.  19:74,  to  add  to  the  revised  roll  of  the 
Indians  of  California  certain  Indians  who  made  appli¬ 
cation  for  enrollment  within  the  time  fixed  by  law. 

Indians:  H.  R.  4481,  to  authorize  enrolled  members 
of  the  Gros  Ventre  and  Assiniboine  Tribes  of  the  Fort 
Belknap  Reservation,  Mont.,  to  acquire  interests  in 
tribal  lands  of  the  reservation. 

Indians:  H.  R.  6154,  to  authorize  payment  of  salaries 
and  expenses  of  the  Fort  Peck  Tribe. 

H.  R.  6353,  to  provide  a  national  defense  reserve  of 
tankers  and  to  promote  the  construction  of  new  tankers, 
was  recommitted  to  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Ma¬ 
rine  and  Fisheries,  pursuant  to  a  unanimous-consent 
request.  Pages  3054-3061 

Army  Civil  Functions:  Concluded  all  general  debate 
on,  and  read  the  first  paragraph  of,  H.  R.  8367,  making 
appropriations  for  civil  functions  administered  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army  for  the  fiscal  year  1955,  before 
deferring,  until  Tuesday,  further  consideration  of  the 

bill-  Pages  3062-3083 

Program  for  Tuesday:  Adjourned  at  6:10  p.  m.  until 
Tuesday,  March  16,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  when  the  Private 
Calendar  will  be  called  and  H.  R.  8367,  the  Army  civil 
functions  appropriation  bill  for  1955,  will  be  further 
considered  under  the  5-minute  rule. 

Committee  Meetings 

AGRICULTURAL  FOREIGN  SERVICE 

Committee  on  Agriculture:  Announced  that  open  hear¬ 
ings  will  be  conducted  on  Monday,  March  22,  to  receive 
testimony  from  representatives  of  farm  organizations 
on  miscellaneous  agricultural  foreign  service  bills. 

HOUSING 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Resumed  public 
hearings  on  H.  R.  78393  a  bill  to  aid  in  the  provision  and 
improvement  of  housing,  the  elimination  and  preven¬ 
tion  of  slums,  and  the  conservation  and  development  of 
urban  communities.  The  following  witnesses  discussed 
the  proposed  redevolpment  program,  who  presented 
suggestions  and  revisions  to  pertinent  sections  of  the 
bill— R.  G.  Hughes,  president  of  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Home  Builders;  Rt.  Rev.  Msgr.  John  O’Grady, 
secretary  of  the  National  Catholic  Welfare  Conference; 
William  J.  Levitt,  builder  of  Levittown,  N.  Y.  and  Pa.; 
Charles  Wellman,  of  the  Glendale  (Calif.)  Federal 
Savings  &  Loan  Association;  and  Warren  Campbell, 
director  of  the  Washington  office,  the  Cooperative 
League  of  the  USA.  Recessed  until  tomorrow  morning 
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when  representatives  of  veterans’  groups  are  scheduled 
to  testify  on  the  legislation. 

WAR  CLAIMS 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Re¬ 
ceived  testimony  today  in  connection  with  two  bills 
(H.  R.  6896  and  5692)  which  would  extend  the  time  for 
filing  war  claims  by  prisoners  of  war.  Representatives 
Hinshaw,  of  California,  and  Dempsey,  of  New  Mexico, 
respective  authors  of  the  bills,  were  the  first  to  testify, 
followed  by  Representative  Camp,  of  Georgia,  and 
Whitney  Gillilland,  Chairman  of  the  War  Claims  Com¬ 
mission.  Statements  for  the  record  were  inserted,  in  lieu 
of  testimony,  by  two  representatives  of  the  American 
Legion,  Charles  W.  Stevens  and  C.  H.  Olson.  Recessed 
until  tomorrow  morning  for  executive  consideration  of 
these  and  other  bills,  following  which  open  hearings 
will  be  conducted  to  hear  officials  of  the  Association  of 
American  Railroads,  who  will  testify  on  H.  R.  7840,  the 
railroad  retirement  bill. 

AGENDA 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  presented  their  views  today  on  bills 
they  have  introduced  during  the  83d  Congress  which  are 
presently  pending  before  this  committee. 

TRUSTS  AND  SECURITIES 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  An¬ 
nounced  that  public  hearing  would  be  conducted  Friday 
morning,  March  19,  on  H.  R.  7550  and  S.  2846,  amending 
provisions  of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933,  the  Securities 
Exchange  Act  of  1934,  the  Trust  Indenture  Act  of  1939, 
and  the  Investment  Company  Act  of  1940. 

COPYRIGHTS 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  3  re¬ 
ceived  testimony  today  from  the  following  witnesses 
regarding  H.  R.  6616  and  6670,  bills  to  amend  title  17 
of  the  U.  S.  Code,  entitled  “Copyrights” — Thorsten  V. 
Kalijarvi,  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Eco¬ 
nomic  Affairs,  State  Department;  Carl  F.  Oechsle, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Domestic  Affairs,  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce;  Sydney  M.  Kaye,  member  of 
United  States  delegation  to  the.  Universal  Copyright 
Convention;  and  George  E.  Frost,  representing  Chicago 
Bar  Association  and  Chicago  Patent  Law  Association. 
Hearings  will  be  resumed  on  Wednesday  afternoon. 

IMMIGRATION 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  1  or¬ 
dered  reported  to  the  full  committee  27  private  immi¬ 
gration  bills  (23  of  the  House  and  4  of  the  Senate) ;  and 
reported  adversely  on  18  private  immigration  bills  of 
the  House.  Also  reported  favorably  on  S.  Con.  Res.  60, 
amended,  and  S.  Con.  Res.  61,  measures  favoring  the 
suspension  of  deportation  of  certain  aliens. 
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AMENDING  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949  TO 
PROVIDE  FOR  ACQUISITION  AND  CONSTRUCTION  OF 
PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  BY  LEASE-PURCHASE  CONTRACTS 


March  19  (legislative  day,  March  1),  1954. — Ordered  to  be  printed 

Mr.  Martin  (for  Mr.  Kuchel),  from  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  6342] 


The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property 
and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  public  buildings  thereon 
by  executing  purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon,  with 
amendments,  and  recommend  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  indicated  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  linetype 
and  italics. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  bill,  as  amended,  would  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  title  to 
real  property  and  construction  of  public  buildings  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  and  the  Postmaster  General  through 
purchase-contract  agreements,  and  for  term-lease  agreements  for  the 
accommodation  of  activities  of  the  Federal  Government.  This  legis¬ 
lation  would  make  possible  the  construction  of  post  offices  and  other 
Federal  buildings  for  which  there  has  been  an  urgent  need  for  some 
years  past.  A  number  of  individual  bills  have  been  introduced  and 
are  now  pending  in  Congress.  Many  of  the  buildings  proposed  in 
those  bills  could  be  provided  under  this  legislation. 

Public  buildings  construction,  for  a  number  of  years,  has  been 
virtually  at  a  standstill.  Government  activities  during  the  past 
decade  have  expanded  greatly.  The  Federal  Government,  as  a  result, 
is  handicapped  with  highly  inadequate  facilities  to  carry  on  its  complex 
duties  in  an  efficient  and  businesslike  manner. 
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In  the  past,  the  Federal  Government  has  either  carried  out  its  own 
building  construction,  or  has  rented  space  from  private  individuals. 
This  has  resulted  in  the  Government’s  renting,  in  many  cases,  the 
same  buildings  for  periods  as  long  as  40  to  50  years.  The  legislation 
under  consideration  would  alleviate  this  situation  by  allowing  the 
Government  to  enter  into  contracts  with  private  parties  for  provision 
of  buildings  designed  for  Government  use,  with  eventual  ownership 
vesting  in  the  Goverment.  This  bill  woidd  also  give  the  Postmaster 
General  the  authority  to  negotiate  term-lease  agreements  under 
better  terms  than  the  law  now  permits. 

While  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  authorized  a  program  for 
site  acquisition  and  for  the  design  of  Federal  building  projects,  no 
authorization  for  actual  construction  of  public  buildings  w'as  given,  j 
Sites  acquired,  and  plans  and  specifications  prepared  as  a  result  of 
the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  could  be  utilized  under  the  provisions  I 
of  this  bill. 

Hearings  were  conducted  bv  the  committee  on  S.  2041  and  H.  R. 
6342,  and  representations  made  by  the  General  Services  Administra-^ 
tion  and  the  Post  Office  Department  indicate  their  approval  of  the™ 
major  obiectives  of  the  legislation. 

The  bill  includes  a  statement  of  the  intent  of  Congress  that  this 
legislation  is  not  to  constitute  a  substitute  for  or  a.  replacement  of 
any  program  for  the  construction  of  Federal  Government  buildings 
by  the  United  States.  It  should  be  made  clear  that  there  are  gen¬ 
erally  three  methods  available  for  providing  space  for  the  permanent  i 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government.  These  are  (1)  by  direct  con¬ 
struction  with  appropriated  funds,  (2)  by  lease-purchase  contracts 
with  annual  payments  applied  to  the  amortization  of  the  initial  cost 
over  a  period  of  years  at  the  end  of  which  title  to  the  property  woidd 
pass  to  the  United  States,  and  (3)  by  straight  annual  or  term  leasing 
under  which  no  capital  equity  would  accrue  to  the  Government.  Of 
these  three  methods,  the  overall  cost  of  the  first  would  be  the  lowest, 
the  second  would  be  next  lowest  in  cost,  and  the  third  would  be  the 
most  costly  method. 

The  least  costly  method,  direct  construction,  has  been  almost  en¬ 
tirely  suspended  for  nearly  15  years,  at  first  because  of  the  advent  of 
World  War  II,  and  then  later  because  of  other  increased  demands 
upon  the  Federal  budget.  During  that  period  the  need  for  space  for^ 
permanent  activities  of  the  Government  has  steadily  increased  with™ 
the  result  that  those  space  needs  could  only  be  met  by  the  most  costly 
method,  straight  leasing. 

The  committee  feels  that  no  reliable  forecast  can  be  made  of  the 
time  when  budgetary  considerations  would  permit  the  appropriation 
of  the  huge  sums  required  to  meet  these  space  needs  by  direct  con¬ 
struction.  It  believes,  therefore,  that  any  intermediate  method  that 
will  reduce  the  use  of  the  most  costly  straight  leasing  method  will 
result  in  substantial  overall  savings.  It  has  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  lease-purchase  contract  method  would  provide  such  overall 
savings,  and  should  be  adopted  as  a  supplementary  means  of  meeting 
the  more  urgent  permanent  space  requirements  to  be  used  when  the 
direct-construction  method  is  not  possible  of  attainment  due  to 
budgetary  conditions. 
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Purpose  of  Title  I 

Title  I  has  been  drafted  as  an  amendment  to  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1949  since  it  constitutes  a  supplementary  means  of  providing 
Federal  public  buildings  to  be  utilized  in  lieu  of  direct  construction 
whenever  conditions  warrant.  This  title  deals  with  buildings  under 
the  control  of  the  General  Services  Administration.  These  are 
buildings  used  for  most  civilian  Government  activities  other  than 
buildings  used  exclusively  or  predominantly  for  postal  purposes. 
They  include  Federal  courthouses,  customhouses,  warehouses,  and 
general-purpose  buildings.  Some  of  the  combination  buildings  also 
fnclude  postal  facilities  as  a  nonpredominant  occupant.  Buildings 
used  predominantlv  or  exclusively  for  postal  purposes  are  under  the 
control  of  the  Postmaster  General  and  are  covered  under  title  II  of 
this  bill.  Buildings  on  military  and  naval  reservations,  and  veterans' 
hospitals  are  controlled  by  their  respective  agencies  and  are  not 
covered  under  this  legislation. 

|  The  General  Services  Administrator  would  make  use  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  when  (1)  there  is  no  suitable  Government-owned  space  available, 
(2)  there  is  no  prospect  of  direct  Federal  construction  within  a  reason¬ 
able  period  of  time,  and  (3)  the  permanency  of  Government  occupancy 
is  such  that  the  accumulation  of  full  equity  in  the  property  by  annual 
payments  over  a  stated  number  or  years  would  result  in  a  lower  net 
cost  of  providing  space  for  the  expected  period  of  occupancy  than 
would  be  possible  under  a  straight  rental  for  the  same  period.  If 
these  conditions  are  met,  the  Administrator  could  then  contract  for 
building  space  in  much  the  same  way  as  the  average  new  homeowner 
acquires  his  home.  At  the  end  of  the  contract  period,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  take  title  to  the  property  and  would  have  full  and  clear 
equity  instead  of  an  accumulation  of  rent  receipts. 

The  properties  acquired  under  lease-purchase  contracts  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  the  United  States 
takes  title  at  the  end  of  the  contract  period. 

The  Administrator  could  also  use  this  legislation  with  considerable 
advantage  to  the  United  States  by  exchanging  unsuitable  buildings 
acquired  as  a  makeshift  measure  under  wartime  demands,  for  new 
buildings  properly  designed  for  Government  use.  One  example  is  a 
) large  building  originally  designed  and  built  as  a  hotel.  It  was  acquired 
/  during  the  war  and  has  since  been  used  for  office  space.  It  is  not 
suitable  for  that  purpose.  The  demand  for  hotel  facilities  has  greatly 
increased  in  that  area,  and  this  building  now  lias  high  value  for 
reconversion  to  hotel  purposes  for  which  it  was  designed.  U  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  a  favorable  exchange  can  be  worked  out  whereby  the 
Government  can  obtain  suitable  space  properly  designed  for  its  own 
use  at  little  cost  over  the  value  of  the  former  hotel  building  _ 

The  Administrator  has  assured  the  committee  that  this  legislation 
will  not  be  utilized  to  carry  out  a  large  building  program.  The  test 
for  its  use  will  be  the  overall  benefit  to  the  United  States  in  each 
individual  case,  based  upon  considerations  of  urgency  of  need,  budg¬ 
etary  conditions,  and  relative  costs  of  alternative  means  of  pi o\  k ling 

the  necessary  space.  .  .  ,  , 

In  all  past,  programs  for  the  construction  or  acquisition  oi  1  ecleial 

buildings,  the  Congress  has  historically  provided  the  necessary 
authorizations  on  a  specific  basis  within  definite  monetary  limitations. 
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The  committee  feels  that  the  Congress  should  continue  to  maintain  a 
reasonable  degree  of  control  over  future  programs.  It  recognizes 
however  that  the  lease-purchase  method  of  acquisition  presents  cer¬ 
tain  problems  m  attempting  to  maintain  the  same  type  of  control. 
It  has  therefore  written  in  language  that  would  free  any  proposed 
contract  requiring  an  annual  payment  of  not  more  than  $20  000  from 
any  direct  legislative  control,  hut  would  require  that  with  respect  to 
larger  contracts  the  Administrator  shall  come  into  agreement  with 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  before  the  contracts  are  executed.  This  is  the  same 
as  the  procedure  now  required  by  law  for  acquisition  of  property  by 
the  Defense  Department,  and  its  original  adoption  by  Congress  dates 
back  to  1944. 

Purpose  of  Title  II 

Title  II  provides  authorizations  similar  to  those  in  title  I,  but  they 
are  applicable  to  buildings  used  exclusively  or  predominantly’ for  postal 
purposes  which  are  under  the  control  of  the  Postmaster  General.  Th<4 
test  for  use  of  the  authorization  would  be  the  same  as  for  title  l" 
namely,  the  overall  benefit  to  the  United  States  in  each  individual 
case,  based  upon  considerations  of  urgency  of  need,  budgetary  condi¬ 
tions,  and  relative  costs  of  alternative  means  of  providing;  the  neces¬ 
sary  space. 

Likewise,  in  keeping  with  historical  precedents  in  maintaining  con¬ 
trol  in  (  ongress  for  all  Federal  building  programs,  the  committee  has 
inserted  a  provision  in  title  II,  the  same  as  in  title  I,  which  would 
require  the  Postmaster  General  to  come  into  agreement  with  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  before  any  contract  is  executed  calling  for  an  annual 
payment  in  excess  of  $20,000.  Contracts  requiring  an  annual  pay¬ 
ment  of  not  more  than  $20,000  would  be  free  from  any  direct  legisla¬ 
tive  control.  Translated  into  terms  of  initial  construction  cost,  an 
annual  payment  of  $20,000  would  mean  a  building  with  a  construction 
<  ost  of  about  $200,000.  Based  upon  average  costs,  it  is  probable 
t  hat  most,  of  the  typical  small  city  or  town  post  offices  would  not 
exceed  $200,000. 

Ceitain  provisions  of  the  bill  as  referred  to  the  committee  were  so 
broad  in  scope  that  it  would  be  possible  for  the  Postmaster  General  to| 
enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  under  which  any  or  all  of  the" 
moie  than  .1,100  Government-owned  post-office  buildings  now  in  use 
could  be  demolished  and  replaced  with  new  buildings.  As  it  was 
agreed  that  the  Postmaster  General  did  not  seek  nor  desire  such 
unlimited  authority,  the  committee  has  recommended  amendments 
m  section  202  which  would  make  clear  that  this  authority  cannot  be 
applied  to  any  Government-owned  property  acquired  prior  to  this 
a<  t  on  winch  a  building  has  been  constructed  and  is  now  in  use  for 
postal  purposes. 

Section  203  deals  with  straight-term  leasing.  It  is  an  extension  of 
the  present  leasing  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  which  will 
permit  greater  efficiency  and  economy  under  the  conditions  for  which 
its  use  is  proposed.  It  will  authorize  the  Postmaster  General  to  enter 
into  lease  agreements  for  the  erection  of  postal  buildings  and  related 
facilities  upon  lands  which  may  be  acquired  by  the  Postmaster  General 
and  conveyed  to  the  lessor  for  this  purpose.  It  would  apply  largely 
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to  special  purpose,  postal  handling  facilities.  It  will  be  used  in  cases 
where  relatively  long-term  occupancy  is  contemplated  hut  where 
permanent  indefinite  occupancy  cannot  he  counted  upon.  Under  such 
'conditions,  a  lease-purchase  contract  with  ultimate  Government 
ownership  probably  would  not  be  warranted,  but  suitable  arrange¬ 
ments  can  be  made  with  prospective  lessors  for  the  construction  of 
:  these  special-purpose  facilities  on  lands  selected  as  best  located 
for  the  particular  purpose  under  consideration.  A  typical  example 
I  might  be  a  building  for  handling  parcel-post  packages  which  must  he 
locat  ed  on  a  suitable  site  with  railroad  connections. 

This  section  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General  to  acquire  such 
suitable  sites  and  convey  them  to  the  prospective  lessors  in  order  that 
the  acquisition  can  be  carried  out  in  such  a  way  as  to  avoid  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  speculation  by  those  who  might  attempt  to  take  commit¬ 
ments  on  the  best  sites  in  the  expectation  of  demanding  excessive 
|  prices  from  the  United  States.  It  is  believed  that  the  Postmaster 
L  General  can  secure  more  efficient  returns  from  his  rental  expenditures 
l)for  special-purpose  facilities  in  cases  where  present  facilities  are 
inadequate  or  obsolete. 

The  bill  originally  contained  no  limit  on  the  length  of  the  lease 
periods  which  could  be  executed  under  this  authorization.  The 
committee  has  set  a  limit  of  30  years  for  such  lease  periods  since  it 
feels  that  if  any  longer  term  is  contemplated,  a,  lease-purchase  contract 
under  the  provisions  of  section  202  would  be  preferable.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  also  amended  the  section  to  make  certain  that  the  post- 
office  sites  acquired  pursuant  to  section  101  of  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1949  as  well  as  the  existing  Government-owned  post  offices 
now  in  use  for  postal  purposes  cannot  be  disposed  of  for  the  purposes 
of  making  lease  agreements. 

The  committee  has  also  amended  section  205  so  that,  when  any 
funds  received  from  the  sale,  lease  or  disposal  of  property  under  the 
provisions  of  this  title  are  avadable  to  be  credited  to  current  I  ost 
Office  Department  appropriations,  any  excess  of  the  amount  to  be 
credited  over  the  amount  paid  for  the  property  shall  be  covered  into 
the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts.  Also,  if  any  property  ac- 
,  quired  pursuant  to  the  Public  Building  Acts  of  1926  and  1949  should 
i\be  transferred  to  the  Postmaster  General  and  subsequently  sold  cn 
(/disposed  of,  any  amounts  received  from  such  disposal  shall  be  covered 
into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

It  may  be  noted  that  the  authority  to  enter  into  agreements  under 
this  title,  both  for  lease-purchase  contracts  and  term  leases,  will 
expire  10  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title. 

Analysis  of  the  Bill 


title  i 

Section  101  amends  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  by  adding  a 
new  title  to  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Buildings  Purchase  Contract 

Act  of  1954.”  .  „  ,  _  , _  .... 

Subsection  (a)  of  the  proposed  new  section  of  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1949  would  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  the  permanent 
activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  Distuct  o 
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Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States 
(including  Guam),  except  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 
Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into  purchase 
contracts.  The  terms  of  these  contracts  are  to  be  not  less  than  10 
or  more  than  25  years,  and  in  each  case  they  would  provide  that 
title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United  States  upon  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  the  purchase  contract. 
The  objective  is  to  permit  the  Federal  Government  to  purchase 
buildings  or  construct  buildings  for  governmental  use  and  apply 
the  annual  payments  against  the  purchase  price.  The  aggregate  rent 
payments  made  by  the  Government  would  cover  not  only  the  cost 
of  the  property  acquired,  but  during  the  term  of  the  contract  would 
also  include  payments  for  interest,  taxes,  and  insurance. 

It  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Government,  in  municipalities  where 
there  are  no  federally  owned  quarters  available,  to  rent  space  from 
private  ownership  and  occupy  leased  premises  for  which  it  has  paid 
considerable  sums  annually.  These  payments  have  been  substantial  M 
and  in  some  cases  may  have  exceeded  the  fair  market  value  of  the* 
property  leased.  To  the  knowledge  of  the  committee,  no  procedure^ 
has  been  available  in  the  past  whereby  title  to  such  property  would 
be  transferred  to  the  Government  at  the  end  of  the  lease  period.  Un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  H.  R.  6342  the  Government  would  be  able  to  execute 
purchase  contracts  with  private  owners  for  real  property  occupied,  or 
to  be  occupied,  by  the  Government,  and  to  apply  funds  appropriated 
for  rent  payments  toward  the  ultimate  purchase  of  the  property. 

The  authority  vested  in  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  in 
the  proposed  legislation  could  be  exercised  only  when  existing  property 
owned  by  the  Government  is  not  available  or  suitable  for  the  purpose 
desired. 

It-  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  a  project  which  meets  the  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements  as  to  geographical  allocation  and  distribution  of 
buildings  set  forth  in  section  102  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
and  is  on  the  eligible  list  transmitted  to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  that 
act  is  a  sufficient  criterion  to  justify  its  consideration  for  construction 
under  this  program. 

An  important  feature  of  H.  R.  6342  is  the  authorization  to  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  (contained  in  subsec.  (b)  of  the  ^ 
proposed  new  section)  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  by  the  measure® 
with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  conver¬ 
sions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  prop¬ 
erties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pur¬ 
suance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  purchase  contracts.  From  time 
to  time  properties  become  available  at  reasonably  low  prices  as  they  < 
become  surplus  to  the  owners’  use.  Often  these  properties  can  be 
converted  and  remodeled  so  as  to  make  satisfactory  quarters  for  the 
Government.  This  is  particularly  true  with  respect  to  warehouses 
and  semioffice  buildings,  and  in  cases  where  the  business  center  of  a 
city  has  shifted,  and  a  considerable  reduction  in  real-estate  values 
occurs  in  the  location  of  the  former  center. 

Subsection  (c)  is  also  important  in  that  it  authorizes  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the  General 
Services  Administration.  From  time  to  time  properties  have  been 
purchased  throughout  the  United  States  and  are  valuable  and  should 
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be  improved.  That  end  would  be  economically  attained  under  the 
authorization  proposed  by  this  subsection. 

Subsection  (d)  embodies  a  limitation  to  the  effect  that  no  purchase- 
contract  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the  United 
States  of  moneys  in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excees  of  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  covered  by 
the  agreement.  The  committee  believes  this  to  be  a  proper  limitation 
and  one  that  will  make  financing  much  more  attractive  to  interested 
investors.  The  committee  recommends  that  the  15-percent  limita¬ 
tion  shall  apply  to  the  appraised  fair  market  value,  it  being  the 
understanding  of  the  committee  that  the  appraisals  will  be  made  by 
the  General  Services  Administration  and  that  its  determinations  of 
fair  market  value  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  general  prac¬ 
tices  now  prevailing  with  reference  to  the  acquisition  of  public 
property. 

Subsection  (e)  requires  that  no  proposed  purchase-contract  agree¬ 
ment  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $20,000  per  annum  shall 
be  executed  unless  the  Administrator  has  come  into  agreement  with 
the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  with  respect  to  such  purchase  contract  agreement. 

Because  of  the  broad  authority  vested  in  the  executive  agencies  by 
this  bill,  the  committee  agreed  that  Congress  should  retain  some 
measure  of  control  over  the  program  by  the  examination  of  purchase- 
contract  agreements  as  set  forth  in  subsection  (e). 

Subsection  (f)  would  authorize  payments  becoming  due  from  the 
Government  as  current  charges  in  connection  with  purchase  contracts 
to  be  made  from  appropriated  funds  available  for  the  payment  of 
rent  and  related  charges  for  premises.  It  is  provided,  however,  that 
no  such  funds  may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
covered  by  any  such  purchase  contract  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or 
otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such 
acquisition.  Such  appropriations  would  be  expressly  authorized,  sub¬ 
ject  to  approval  by  the  Appropriations  Committees  of  the  Congress. 

This  subsection  would  also  permit  the  exchange  of  Government- 
owned  real  property  for  privately  owned  real  property,  when  such 
exchange  is  deemed  advisable  in  the  public  interest.  It  provides 
that  Government  real  property  so  exchanged  may  be  credited  in 
whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase  price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is 
exchanged,  except  that  where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real 
property  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price, 
the  amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall  be  covered  into  the 
Treasury,  except  as  provided  in  section  205  of  title  II  of  the  bill. 

Subsection  (g)  provides  that  when  requested  by  the  Postmaster 
General,  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  may  acquire  property 
for  postal  purposes  or  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  buildings 
acquired  for  other  purposes. 

Subsection  (h)  provides  that  properties  involved  would  continue 
to  be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  during  the  period  of  the  pur¬ 
chase  contract  agreements. 

Subsection  (i)  provides  that  if  any  section,  or  the  application  thereof 
to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  the 
section  and  application  thereof  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  will 
not  be  affected  thereby. 
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Subsection  (j)  is  divided  into  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  Paragraph 
(1)  would  make  section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis¬ 
trative  Services  Act  of  1949,  which  requires  that  all  purchases  and 
contracts  for  supplies  and  services  shall  be  made  by  advertising  ex¬ 
cept  for  certain  specified  classes  and  situations  where  negotiation 
without  advertising  is  permissible,  apply  to  purchase  contracts  exe¬ 
cuted  under  the  authority  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

This  paragraph  would  also  make  applicable  to  such  agreements 
section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  requiring  the  written  opinion  of 
the  Attorney  General  to  be  had  in  favor  of  validity  of  title  to  land 
proposed  for  purchase  by  the  United  States  for  purposes  of  construc¬ 
tion  in  advance  of  expenditure  of  public  money,  but  sets  forth  an 
exception  to  the  effect  that  any  purchase  contract  may  be  executed 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for,  but  prior  to  receipt  of,  an  opinion 
of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the 
property  described  therein. 

The  flexible  and  convenient  mode  of  acquisition  of  space  provided 
for  in  this  bill  could  not  be  put  into  effect  without  the  exceptions 
specified  in  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (j)  from  certain  restrictions 
imposed  by  existing  statutes,  summarization  of  which  follows: 

Sections  3733  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  provide 
that  no  money  shall  be  paid  nor  contracts  made  for  payment  for  any 
site  for  a  public  building  or  for  the  erection,  repair,  or  furnishing  of  any 
public  building  in  excess  of  the  specific  appropriation  therefor.  Sec¬ 
tion  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  to  the  effect  that  there  shall  be  no 
purchase  of  land  for  the  United  States  without  specific  congressional 
authorization.  Section  1  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1877,  provides  that 
no  lease  shall  be  made  in  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the  Government 
without  an  appropriation  therefor.  Section  3  of  the  act  of  August  27, 
1935,  as  amended,  and  section  407  of  the  act  of  June  16,  1949,  limited 
tlie  procurement  of  space  by  lease  by  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  for  the  housing  of  Federal  agencies  to  periods  not  in  excess 
of  5  years  outside  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  to  periods  not  in 
excess  of  1  year  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (j)  concludes  with  a  catchall  exception 
from  any  other  provision  of  law  (other  than  applicable  labor-standards 
provisions)  relating  to  acquisition  of  real  property,  construction  of 
buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  subject  to  the  specific  provisions  of  the 
proposed  legislation. 

Section  102  emphasizes  that  it  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Congress  that 
the  program  authorized  by  title  I  shall  constitute  a  substitute  for, 
or  a  replacement  of,  any  program  for  the  construction  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  such  structures  as  may  be  required  from  time  to  time  by  the 
various  agencies. 

Section  103  provides  that  title  I  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Build¬ 
ings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1954.” 

TITLE  II 

Section  201  recites  the  purpose  of  title  II  and  reiterates  for  this 
title  the  intent  of  Congress,  expressed  in  section  102,  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  not  a  substitute  for  or  replacement  of  a  Federal  construction 
program. 
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Section  202  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General  to  acquire  necessary- 
space  by  lease-purchase  agreements  for  postal  purposes  at  post  offices 
having  receipts  exceeding  $10,000  per  year.  These  agreements  will 
be  entered  into  under  substantially  the  same  terms  and  conditions 
as  those  applicable  to  the  purchase  contracts  which  will  be  made  by 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  under  section  101,  referred 
to  above,  with  technical  changes  to  adapt  this  authority  to  the  special 
problems  of  the  postal  establishment.  It  will  be  noted,  however, 
that  (1)  the  Postmaster  General’s  authority  to  enter  into  such  lease- 
purchase  agreements  is  limited  to  a  period  of  10  years  after  enactment 
of  this  title  and  does  not  include  exchange  of  Government-owned 
real  property,  (2)  an  account  of  the  Postmaster  General’s  trans¬ 
actions  under  this  title  must  be  included  in  his  annual  report,  and  (3) 
such  transactions  of  the  Postmaster  General  are  subject  to  the  account¬ 
ing  and  auditing  requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Financial 
Control  Act  of  1950. 

Section  203  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General,  for  a  period  oi 
)  10  years  after  enactment,  to  enter  into  term-lease  agreements  for  the 
erection  by  any  person,  firm,  or  entity  of  buildings  for  postal  purposes 
on  lands  acquired  by  such  lessors  from  either  the  Postmaster  General 

or  other  sources.  . 

For  the  purposes  of  this  section  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized 
to  acquire  real  property  for  postal  purposes  by  purchase,  condemna¬ 
tion,  lease,  donation,  or  otherwise,  and  to  dispose  of  such  property 
by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise.  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office 
Department  for  payment  of  rents  will  be  used  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section.  This  authority  with  respect  to  acquisition  and 
disposal  of  real  property  for  the  purpose  of  entering  into  term-lease 
agreements  is  intended  to  enable  the  Postmaster  General  to  eliminate 
speculation  in  options  in  connection  with  the  negotiation  oi  such 
term  leases. 

Section  204  authorizes  the  inclusion  in  any  lease-purchase  or  term- 
lease  agreement  made  under  title  II  of  provision  for  adjustment  of 
rent  to  compensate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 


P  Section  205  authorizes  receipts  from  property  disposals  under  title 
II  to  be  credited  to  applicable  postal  appropriations  and  expended 
therefrom  for  the  purposes  of  this  title.  . 

Section  206  requires  the  Postmaster  General  to  take  title  to  real 
property  acquired  under  title  II  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

Section  207  (a)  requires  approval  by  the  Attorney  General  ol  the 
title  to  property  acquired  by  the  Postmaster  General,  but  permits 
lease-purchase  agreements  to  be  made  prior  to  final  approval  oi  title. 
Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  makes  section  3709  of  the  Ke vised 
Statutes  (requiring  advertising  for  bids  on  public  contracts)  applicable 
to  the  lease  purchase  and  term-lease  agreements  provided  for  m  title 
II.  Subsection  (c)  specifically  excepts  the  functions  to  be  performed 
by  the  Postmaster  General  under  title  II  except  as  provided  m  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  and  except  for  applicable  labor  standards  pro¬ 
visions — from  the  various  statutes  which  require  specific  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  appropriations  by  Congress  for  the  acquisition  or  disposal  oi 
real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space  lor  the 
Government. 
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Section  208  restricts  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  and  term-lease  agreements 
under  title  II  to  a  period  beginning  with  the  date  of  enactment  and 
ending  10  years  thereafter. 

Section  209  requires  the  Postmaster  General  to  include  in  his 
annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  which  he  has  conducted 
pursuant  to  title  II  during  the  year  covered  by  such  report. 

Section  210  provides  that  title  II  may  be  cited  as  the  “Post  Office 
Department  Property  Act  of  1953.” 

Reports  of  the  Postmaster  General  and  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istrator,  favoring  enactment  of  H.  R.  6342,  are  set  forth  below: 

Post  Office  Department, 

Office  of  the  Postmaster  General, 

Washington  25,  D.  C.,  July  17,  1953. 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives. 

DfeAR  Mr.  Chairman:  Reference  is  made  to  your  request  for  a  report  on  H.  R. 
6342,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the 
construction  of  certain  public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts; 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office 
purposes;  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  provisions  contained  in  this  measure  are  the  result  of  extended  study  and 
discussion  between  representatives  of  the  General  Services  Administ  ration,  General 
Accounting  Office,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Post  Office  Department.  This 
measure  has  grown  out  of  recommendations  made  from  many  viewpoints. 

Title  I  of  the  bill  relates  to  matters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services. 

This  title  provides,  in  substance,  for  the  acquisition  of  title  to  real  propeity  and 
the  construction  of  public  buildings  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  by 
means  of  lease-purchase  agreements  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government,  except  accommodations  for  activities  of  the  Post  Office 
Department.  This  authority  would  be  included  in  a  new  section  411  to  be  added 
to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (approved  June  16,  1949;  63  Stat.  176). 

The  exception  with  respect  to  accommodations  for  activities  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  is  necessary  to  leave  the  Postmaster  General  unhampered  in  the 
performance  of  the  functions  vested  in  him  by  title  II  of  the  bill.  How'ever, 
under  the  authority  contained  in  subsection  (g)  of  new  section  411  of  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949,  the  Postmaster  General  is  vested  with  authority 
to  utilize  the  services  of  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  in  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  property  for  postal  purposes,  when  this  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  Government,  auch  authority,  of  course,  is  necessary  to  enable  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  procure  space  for  postal  purposes  in  general  purpose  Federal 
buildings. 

Title  II  of  the  bill  relates  to  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  is  to  authorize  the  Postmaster  General 
to  enter  into  two  types  of  leaseholds  (lease-purchase  and  term-lease  agreements), 
not  presently  permissive,  in  the  procurement  of  space  to  be  used  exclusively 
by  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Historically,  the  Post  Office  Department  has  obtained  its  space  needs  through 
Government  construction  or  by  rental  of  privately  owned  space.  With  no 
Federal  construction  of  postal  space  since  1941,  the  ever-expanding  need  for  the 
several  types  of  modern  postal  facilities  has  been  met  through  renting  or  leasing 
from  private  ownership.  With  no  appropriations  for  Government  post-office 
construction  apparent  in  the  foreseeable  future  the  necessity  for  leasing  of  postal 
facilities  will  continue  and  increase. 

In  the  interest  of  better  leasing  and  rental  economy  it  is  imperatively  important 
that  the  Postmaster  General  be  given  every  device,  tool,  and  technique  commonly 
in  present  use  by  private  business  whereby  there  may  be  negotiated  the  most 
advantageous  leasehold  for  the  United  States  Government. 

The  provisions  contained  in  title  II  of  this  measure,  which  are  the  result  of 
extended  study  and  discussion  between  this  Department  and  representatives 
of  the  General  Services  Administration,  General  Accounting  Office,  and  the 
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Bureau  of  the  Budget,  will  vest  authority  over  the  procurement  of  space  to  .be 
used  exclusively  for  postal  purposes  in  the  Post  Office  Department,,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  which  is  held  responsible  to  the  Congress  for  the  efficient  and  economical 
operation  of  the  mail  service  of  the  United  States. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  title,  this  Department  will  be  in  a  position  to  provide 
much-needed  space  and  modern  facilities  either  by  lease-purchase  agreements 
whereby  the  title  to  the  property  will  vest  in  the  United  States  at  the  end  of  the 
lease  term,  or,  if  more  advantageous  to  the  Government,  to  provide  such  space 
through  term-lease  agreements.  This  will  enable  the  Department  to  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  competitive  open-market  construction  of  buildings  for  postal  purposes; 
take  advantage  of  long-term  amortization;  take  advantage  of  the  use  of  private 
capital;  and  obtain  control  of  the  best  sites  available  for  the  purpose  desired  and 
thus  eliminate  option  speculation. 

There  is  no  conflict  or  inconsistency  between  the  provisions  of  title  I  and  title 
II.  To  the  contrary,  they  present  the  complete  authority  necessary  for  a  well- 
rounded  procurement  program.  Title  I  will  provide  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  with  modern  tools,  and  title  II  will  provide  the  Postmaster  General  with 
modern  tools.  Both  titles  will  eliminate  duplication  and  conflict  in  operation 
and  will  provide  flexibility  for  cooperation  between  the  two  departments. 

It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the  savings  that  will  result  from  the  enactment  of 
this  measure.  However,  it  is  believed  that,  the  enactment  of  this  measure  will 
result  in  substantial  savings  to  the  Government. 

This  Department  strongly  favors  this  legislation  and  urges  the  early  enactment 
of  this  measure. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  it,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
favors  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Arthur  E.  Summerfiet.d, 

Postmaster  General. 


General  Services  Administration, 

Washington  25,  D.  C.,  July  17,  1953. 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington  25,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Dondero:  Reference  is  made  to  your  request  of  July  16,  1953,  for 
an  expression  of  the  views  of  this  Administration  on  H.  R.  6342,  to  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts:  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other 
purposes. 

As  you  know,  this  Administration  has  urged  the  enactment  of  other  bills  con¬ 
taining  similar  provisions  in  this  and  previous  sessions  of  the  Congress,  both 
in  writing  (e.  g.,  letter  to  you  of  April  23,  1953,  commenting  on  H.  R.  3702)  and 
by  oral  testimony  of  its  representatives  before  committees  which  have  had  such 
legislation  under  consideration. 

We  have  carefully  reviewed  H.  R.  6342,  which  would  incorporate  in  one  bill 
provisions  relating  to  the  General  Services  Administration  and  the  Post  Office 
Department  that  have  hitherto  been  the  subject,  of  separate  legislative  proposals, 
and  strongly  advocate  its  enactment  in  substantially  its  present  form.  The 
“single  package”  legislation  is,  in  my  opinion,  most  desirable,  and  the  provisions 
of  both  titles  are  entirely  satisfactory  to  this  Administration  with  the  one  exception 
noted  below. 

Title  I  of  the  bill,  relating  to  this  Administratior  ,  is  drafted  as  an  amendment 
to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949.  It  would  seem  preferable  that  this  title, 
like  title  II  relating  to  the  Post  Office  Department,  be  enacted  as  independent 
legislation.  While  the  exercise  of  the  lease-purchase  authority  would  result 
ultimately  in  the  acquisition  of  title  to  buildings  constructed  by  private  enterprise, 
the  method  of  providing  such  buildings  is  quite  different  from  that  contemplated 
in  the  1949  and  other  public  buildings  acts,  which  authorized  programs  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  sites  for  buildings  to  be  constructed  by  the  Government.  Furthermore, 
it  is  my  belief  that  the  proposal  is  of  sufficient  importance  and  has  sufficient  merit 
to  warrant  enactment  in  the  form  of  independent  statutory  authority  for  this 
Administration  as  for  the  Post,  Office  Department. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  informally  advised  that  it  favors  the  enactment 
of  H.  R.  6342  and  has  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Russell  Forbes, 

Acting  Administrator. 

Changes  In  Existing  Law 

No  change  is  made  in  existing  law  except  for  (lie  redesignating  of 
section  411  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  as  section  412.  The 
language  of  this  act  is  then  inserted  as  a  new  section  411. 


83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1085 

H.  R.  6342 

[Report  No.  1084] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  25  (legislative  day,  July  6),  1953 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

March  19  (legislative  day,  March  1),  1954 
Reported  by  Mr.  Martin  for  Mr.  Kuchel,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts ;  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES 

4  ADMINISTRATION 

5  Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended 

6  by  (1)  redesignating  section  411  thereof  as  section  412, 

7  and  (2)  inserting,  immediately  after  section  410  thereof, 

8  the  following  new  section : 
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“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  determines  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the 
permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  par¬ 
ticular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 
property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will 
be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of 
activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States  (including  Guam) ,  except  for  the  accommoda¬ 
tion  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiat¬ 
ing  and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such 
terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment 
payments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for  the  ex¬ 
change  of  surplus  real  property  or  real  property  which  may 
become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the 
Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Gov- 
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1  ernment  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be 

2  served. 

3  “  (b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author- 

4  ized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with 

5  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con- 

6  versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  re- 

7  quired,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be 

8  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 

9  purchase  contracts. 

10  “(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author- 

11  ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person,  copartnership, 

12  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate 

13  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized 

14  to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 

15  owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 

16  General  Services  Administration  including  the  demolition  of 

17  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon,  by  provid- 

18  ing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 

19  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase 

20  contracts. 

21  “(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such 

22  provisions  as  the  Administrator  of  General  Services,  in  his 

23  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 

24  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
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obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter 
into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the 
United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys 
in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date 
of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date 
of  completion  of  such  construction. 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  calling 
for  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $50^090  $ 20,000  per 
annum  shall  be  executed  under  this  section  unless  it  has  bean 
submitted,  thirty  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the 
President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  for  appropriate  reference  to  committees  the 
Administrator  has  come  into  agreement  with  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  ivith  respect  to  such  purchase  contract  agreement. 

“(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or  to 
any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  make  payments  becom- 
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ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  tlie  United  States  as  current 
charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under 
authority  of  this  section :  Provided ,  That  no  such  funds  may 
be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered 
by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract 
term  specified  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  pur¬ 
chase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation 
of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are 
hereby  authorized:  Provided  further,  That  the  value  of  any 
Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  such 
agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  Government  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that 
where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided 
in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act 
of  1953,  be  covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 

Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

“  (g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to 
exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  section  (1)  to 
acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or  (2)  to  provide  space 
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for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section 
for  other  purposes. 

“(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property 
acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall 
be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

“(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application  thereof  to  other 
persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby. 

“  (j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  175),  shall 
apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into  under  this 
section,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  O.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  O.  34)  ;  section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1935, 
as  amended  (60  Stat.  257;  40  U.  S,  C.  304c)  ;  section  407 
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1  of  this  Act;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  appli- 

2  cable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  of 

3  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space, 

4  shall  not  apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  executed 

5  under  this  section.” 

6  Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 

7  the  program  authorized  by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  sub- 

8  stitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the  con- 

9  struction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  he 

10  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

11  Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Build- 

12  ings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  49§9  1954” . 

13  TITLE  II— POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

14  Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement 

15  existing  provisions  of  law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal 

16  purposes  by  providing  authorization  for  the  acquisition  by 

17  the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space  through  the  execu- 

18  tion  of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements  under  which  the 

19  United  States  will  obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and 

20  will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in  the  case  of  lease- 

21  purchase  agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  de- 

22  scribed  therein  at  or  prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed 

23  therein.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the 

24  program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this  title  shall  con- 
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stitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as 
may  be  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  postal  service. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  de¬ 
termines  that  (1)  there  is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for 
postal  purposes  in  any  particular  area  which  cannot  be  satis¬ 
fied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the 
purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  the  receipts  of 
the  post  office  serving  such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year, 
and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served 
by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  ob¬ 
tain  and  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  struc¬ 
tures  of  permanent-type  construction  in  the  several  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions 
of  the  United  States  (including  Guam) ,  by  negotiating  and 
entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements. 
Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  ap¬ 
plication  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  rental 
payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any  such 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


9 


agreement  may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the 
fair  market  value  on  the  date  of  such  agreement  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  described  therein.  The  financial  transactions  of  the 
Post  Office  Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-purchase 
agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting  and  auditing 
requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Financial  Control 
Act  of  1950  (Act  of  August  17,  1950,  ch.  735,  Eighty-first 
Congress,  second  session) . 

(b)  The  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  this 
section,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  exercise 
the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing 
properties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions, 
extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments. 

(c)  The  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  this 
section,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 
other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the 
purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 
about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  United  States  for  postal  purposes,  including 
the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situate 
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thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others 
of  such  structures  and  facilities  as  shall  he  the  subject  of 
the  applicable  lease-purchase  agreement. 

(d)  The  authority  conferred  on  the  Postmaster  General 
by  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  to  enter  into  lease- 
purchase  agreements  with  respect  to  property  owned  by  the 
Government  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  is 
hereby  restricted,  to  exclude  from  such  authority  any  site 
which  has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law ,  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  on  which  there  has  been  constructed  a 
building  to  be  used  for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  presently 
being  used  for  such  purposes. 

-(4)-  (e)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  in¬ 
clude  such  provisions  as  the  Postmaster  General,  in  his 
discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United 
States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter 
into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States. 

-(e)-  (f)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized 
by  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  any  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  in 
pursuance  of  lease-purchase  agreements  entered  into  under 
the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds 
may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
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covered  by  any  lease-purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  leasehold  term  specified  therein  (whether 
by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence 
of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which 
appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

(g)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement  calling  for 
the  expenditure  of  more  than  $20,000  per  annum  shall  he 
executed  under  this  section  unless  the  Postmaster  General 
has  come  into  agreement  with  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect 
to  such  lease-purchase  agreement. 

(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property 
acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall 
he  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  othor  provision  of 
ktwj  the  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to— 

( 1 )  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  greements  with 
any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or 
private  entity,  for  periods  not  to  exceed  a  total  of  thirty 
years  for  each  such  lease  agreement,  on  such  terms  as  the 
Postmaster  General  deems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States,  for  the  erection  by  such  lessor  of  such  build¬ 
ings  and  improvements  for  postal  purposes  as  the  Post¬ 
master  General  deems  appropriate,  on  lands  sold,  leased,  or 
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otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster  General  to,  or 
otherwise  acquired  by,  such  person,  copartnership,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  public  or  private  entity; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  without  regard  to  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Act  of  June  30. 
1949,  ch.  288,  Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session),  as 
amended — 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease, 
donation,  or  otherwise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he 
shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States,  real  property  and  interests  therein, 
for  use  for  postal  purposes;  and 

(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests 
therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms 
as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States:  Provided,  That  the  Postmaster 
General  shall  not,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
dispose  of  (1)  any  Government-owned  property,  or 
interests  therein,  acquired  pursuant  to  section  101 
of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  ( 63  Stat.  176) 
or  (2)  any  Government-owned  property,  or  interests 
therein,  which  has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law, 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  on  which  there 
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has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be  used  for  'postal 
purposes  and  which  is  presently  being  used  for  such 
purposes. 

(b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by 
the  Postmaster  General  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he 
enters  into  any  lease-purchase  or  lease  agreement  under 
authority  of  this  title,  include  in  such  agreement  a  provision 
for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compen¬ 
sate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 
property. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Amounts  received  by  the  Government 
from  sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired 
under  authority  of  this  title  in  the  performance  by  the  Post¬ 
master  General  of  the  functions  vested  in  him  by  this  title 
shall  be  credited  to  the  current  applicable  appropriation  of 
the  Post  Office  Department  and  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  for  the  purposes  of  this  title:  Provided,  That  any 
amount  received  by  the  Postmaster  General  from  the  sale 
of  such  property,  under  authority  of  this  title,  which  exceeds 
the  amount  paid  therefor  from  the  appropriations  for  the 
Post  Office  Department,  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury 
as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

(b)  Any  amounts  received  by  the  Postmaster  General 
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from  the  sale,  lease,  or  other  disposal  of  real  property  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Government  under  authority  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  May  25,  1926  (44  Stat.  630) ,  as  amended , 
and  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  176),  as 
amended,  which  may  be  transferred  to  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral,  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  321  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Legislative  Branch  of  the  Government  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1933,  and  for  other  purposes^ 
(47  Stat.  412;  40  U.  S.  C.  303b),  section  5  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  May  25,  1926,  as  amended  (44  Stat.  633; 
40  U.  S.  C.  345),  or  section  204  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  ( 63 
Stat.  388;  40  U.  S.  C.  485),  ivhichever  section  may  be 
applicable. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  all  real  property  purchased 
by  him  under  authority  of  this  title. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition 
in  fee  simple  of  real  property  under  this  title,  except  that 
any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire  real  property  under 
this  title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after 
request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attor- 
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1  ney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  real 

2  property  described  therein. 

3  (b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 

4  (41  U.  S.  0.  5),  shall  apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real 

5  property  by  lease-purchase  agreements,  under  authority  of 

6  section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease  agreements 

7  entered  into  under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section 

8  203  (a)  of  this  title. 

9  (c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 

10  this  section,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 

11  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 

12  14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 

13  40  U.  S.  0.  34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except 

14  applicable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisi- 

15  tion  or  disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or 

16  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions 
11  performed  by  the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the 
16  purposes  of  this  title. 

19  Sec.  208.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this 

20  title  later  than  a  date  ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 

21  of  this  title. 

22  Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his 

23  annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  conducted  during 

24  the  applicable  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 
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1  Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Tost  Office 

2  Department  Property  Act  of  1953  1954” . 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  24,  1953. 


Attest : 


LYLE  0.  SHADER, 

Clerk. 
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j  OF  INTEREST  TC  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  A3RICULTURE 

OFFICE  OF  KJDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(For  Department  Staff  Only) 


\ 


CONTESTS 


Issued  April  9,  1954 

For  actions  of  April  8,  1954 

83rd-2nd,  No  *•  65 


Adjournment  , *• « .  , •••••«« *10  Fisheries  a>  ,  •  »., . .»  all}.  Prices,  supoort «o.3,i-J-,12, l6 

Appropriations . ...1,9  Flood  control.. ...... .....0  Reclamation. .. .........  **  17 

Buildings  •••..«  (i .2  Labor,  farm. .  o  .*<*  c  »•«.•••  .1  Reorganization.  ..,•«•••, « 18 

.Dairy  industry, ....  .1+,  12,  l6  Marketing.. . . 15  -Research*...* . .20 

Eduoati  on .....  o .  o  11  Meat  consumotion* ...... .  .15  Road  authorizations. *7 

Fees  and  charges . „5  Personnel . . .6,13  W^l. . . . . . . . .5^ 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  completed  congressional  action  on  Mexican  farm-labor  aopropriation 
isure.  Senate  debated  buildings  lease-purchase  bill®  House  sent  read  authoriza** 
tlons  bill  to  conference.  Agricultural  appropriation  bill  is  to  be  reported  today, 
and  debate  is  to  begin  Mon*  Senate  debate  on  wool  bill  is  to  begin  Mon*  Rep*  String- 
fellow  defended  reorganization  of  PMA  committees* 


■  SENATE 

,  J 

t 

1.  FAR1"  LABOR.-  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  K.  J.  Res*  46I,  providing  an 
appropriation  of  V478, 000  additional  to  the  labor  Department  for  the  exican 
farm  labor  program  (pp,  4579-80) .  This  measure  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President. 

.  BUILDINGS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R*  6342,  -to  authorize  the  General  Services  Admini¬ 
stration  to  acquire  land  and  to  provide  for  construction  of  buildings  thereon 
by  executing  lease-purchase  contracts.  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendments. 

Sen.  Dirksen  objected  to  one  of  these  amendments,  which  would  require  approval 
of  the  Public  Dorks  Committees  to  the  larger  contracts.  He  inserted  an  opinion 
of  the  Justice  Department  that  this  provision  was  unconstitutional.  He  submitted 
an  amendment  that  would  provide  for- a  waiting  period,  in  order  to  give  Congress 
an  opportunity  to  consider  the  contracts,  but  would  not  authorize  congressional 
committees  to  prevent  the  contracts  from  going  into  effect,  (pp.  4586,  4591-  • 
610.) 

3.  -00L  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Hendrickson  announced  that  it  is  expected  the  vrqol 
bill,  S.  2911,  will  be  debated  beginning  'onday  (p,  4611). 


4.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Larger  inserted  farm-groups’  requests  regarding  price  sup¬ 

port^/  on  dairy  products,  wool,  beef,  poultry,  eggs,  etc.  (pp,*  4576-7) . 

Sen.  Aiken  inserted  a  Vt.  Poultry  Assn,  resolution  saying  price  supports  are 
’’superficial"  and  that  "fundamental  faults"  should  be  attacked  (p«  4576), 

/ 

5.  INSPECTION  FEES,  Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  Potato  Growers  Assn,  resolution  opposing 

an  increase  in  terminal-market  inspection  fees  for  USDA  (p.  4576). 


-2— 


•HOUSE  ■. 


PERSONNEL.  As  reported  (see  Digest  63),  S'.  2665  provides  as  follows:  Abolishes 
the  ‘crafts,  protective,  and  custodial  schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  and  I 
transfers  these  positions  to  either  the  local  prevailing-wage-rate  system  or  the 
general  schedule.  Increases  from  400  to  700  the  number  of  authorized  super- 
grades.  and  removes  the.  limitation  on  the  number  of  positions  in  each  grape.  ^  . 
Provides  for  .longevity  .salary  step  increases  for  employees  at  GS.-ll  through  OS- 
15.  Authorizes  departments  to  request  appropriations  to  pay  not  over  .,'100 
annually  for  employee—' uniform  allowances.  Repeals  the  ..bitten  amendment. 

'  edernizes  and  simplifies  the  overtime  and  premium  compensation  laws  re¬ 
lating  to  Federal  employees.  Raises  the  cut-off  point  on  overtime  pay  to  the 
'  maximum  of  GS-9,  now  ,5,810.  Increases  -the  -ceiling  on  base  pay  plus  -overtime 
or  any  .other  premium  pay  from  -10,330  -to  (>11,800.  -  Guarantees  -a  minimum  of  2. 
•hours’  ‘nay  at  the  overtime  r.a-te  for  any  Federal  employee  called  back  for  over¬ 
time  work  on  -a  non-work-day  or  during  his  off-duty  hours.  Assures  employees 
that  they  will  be  assigned  to  normal -work  schedules  except -where  irregular 
tours  of  duty -are  essential  and  •  permits  agencies  to  continue  to  schedule 
’  unusual  tours  of  duty  for  employees  whenever  operating  requirements  necessitate 
it*  -  'Permits  'a  department  to  pay  not  in  'excess  of  25%  of  an. employee’s  basic  pav 
-if  the  employee  occupies  a  position  such  as  fire  fighter  which  requires  him.tcQ^ 
.remain  at  his  station  longer- than  ordinary  periods  of  duty,  with 'a  substantial 
part  of  the  work  consisting  of  remaining  in  a  standby  status  (such  premium  pay  I 
bo  be  in  lieu  of  other  premium  pay  provided  for  under  the  bill).  Provides  for 
similar  benefits  up  to  15%  additional  to  base  pay,  for  irregular. or  unscheduled 
overtime,  mwht,  or  holiday  duty,  to  other  employees  (such  as  criminal  investi¬ 
gators)  whose  hours  of  duty  cannot  be  controlled  administratively  and  which 
require  substantial  amounts  of  irregular  unscheduled  overtime  duty  or  at  night  1 
and  on  holidays. 

Establishes  a  uniform  Government  employees’  incentive  awards . program. 

Places  authority  for  direction  of  the  program  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 
Authorizes  Presidential  honorary  awards  to  civilian  employees.  Authorizes 
monetary  awards  based*  on  Government— wide  savings  when  appropriate*.  .  a^es 
employees  under  all  pay  laws  eligible  for  all  types  of  ai/ards.  eliminates 
salary— increase  awards  and  Provides  for  cash  av  ards  in  their  stead,  eli.iinaoes 
the  present  .25,000  annual’  limit  on  total  cash  awards  an  agency  can  make  for 
adopted  employee  suggestions.  Eliminates  the  present  yl, 000  limit  on  iridividua 
cash  awards  for  employee  suggestions.  Eliminates . the  present  maximum  u n  anouS^ 
equal  to  three  within— grade  salary  steps)  on  certain  cash  awards.,  extends  the 
awards  program  to  cover  inventions  by  Government  employees'.  •  Permits  delegation, 
within  depart me  nts ,  of  the  authority  to  make  awards. 


7.  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS •  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  K.  R.  8127,  to  authorize 
road  appropriations  for  1956—7  (p*  4638).  Senate  conferees  have  been  a  jpo-i-ntod. 


8.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Public  ' ;orks  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  8377, 
authorizing  appropriations  for  Army  flood— control  projects  in  the  Columbia  *  Basin 
(H.  Rept.  1509) (p.  4645). 


9.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted 
permission  to  report  this  bill  today,  Apr.  9,  during  House  adjournment. 

-Tajority  Leader  Kail  ck  stated  that,  if  a  rule  is  reported,  this. bill  will  be 
considered  Non.  and,  if  not  completed  that. day,  will  go  over  until  Jed.  because 
of. the  Ill.  primary  (p.  4637). 


10.  ADJOURNED  until  Non.,  Apr.  12  (p*  4645). 
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United  States,  the  rents,  royalties,  and 
bonuses  shall  be  allocated  between  them  in 
proportion  to  the  acreage  in  said  lease  owned 
by  each. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Senate 
bill  2874  be  indefinitely  postponed,  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  House  bill  7110  to  provide  that  title 
to  certain  school  lands  shall  rest  in  the 
States  under  the  act  of  January  25,  1927, 
notwithstanding  any  Federal  leases 
which  may  be  outstanding  on  such  lands 
at  the  time  they  are  surveyed,  in  lieu  of 
Senate  bill  2874,  and  that  House  bill 
.7110  be  considered  for  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

House  bill  7110  is  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment,  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  3,  in 
lines  8  and  10,  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
but  “royalties”  and  to  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “rents,  royalties,  and  bonuses.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 


DESIGNATION  OF  OCTOBER  16,  1954, 
AS  NATIONAL  OLYMPIC  DAY 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  146,  which  has  been 
printed  and  lies  on  the  table,  to  author¬ 
ize  the  designation  of  October  16,  1954, 
as  National  Olympic  Day,  in  preparation 
for  the  national  Olympics.  It  was  intro¬ 
duced  by  me,  for  myself  and  for  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader,  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson]  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  read  by  title  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  joint  resolution 
(S.  J.  Res.  146)  to  authorize,  the  desig¬ 
nation  of  October  16,  1954,  as  National 
Olympic  Day.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  joint  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  joint 
resolution  was  considered,  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  etc.,  That  the  President  of  the 
United  States  is  authorized  and  requested  to 
issue  a  proclamation  designating  the  16th  of 
October  1954,  as  National  Olympic  Day  and 
urging  all  citizens  of  our  country  to  do  all  in 
their  power  to  support  the  XVIth  Olympic 
games,  the  winter  games  to  be  held  in  1956, 
and  the  Pan  American  games  to  be  held  in 
1955,  and  to  insure  that  the  United  States 
'will  be  fully  and  adequately  represented  in 
these  games. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 
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MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
clerks,  announced  that  the  House  had 
disagreed  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11, 1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  au¬ 
thorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes ;  agreed  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Dondero,  Mr.  Angell,  Mr.  McGregor, 
Mr.  Fallon,  and  Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee 
were  appointed  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  at  the  conference. 


ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
enrolled  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  461) 
making  an  additional  appropriation  for 
the  Department  of  Labor  for  the  fiscal 
year  1954,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  it 
was  signed  by  the  President  pro  tempore. 


AUTHORIZATION  TO  ACQUIRE 

TITLE  TO  REAL  PROPERTY  AND 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN 

PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  THEREON 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  1085,  House 
bill  6342. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. . 
6342)  to  amend  the  Public  Building  Act 
of  1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to 
real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  certain  public  buildings 
thereon  by  executing  purchase  con¬ 
tracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  with  amend¬ 
ments. 


PERSONAL  STATEMENT  BY 
SENATOR  MORSE 

Mr.  MORSE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  yield  for  that 
purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President.  I  speak 
with  a  very  sad  heart  of  a  very  unfortu¬ 
nate  incident  which  happened  in  the 
Senate  today. 


I  have  always  proceeded  on  the  theory 
that  Senators  extended  to  each  other  the 
maximum  of  senatorial  courtesy,  and 
that  they  tried  to  accommodate  them¬ 
selves  to  the  convenience  of  their  col¬ 
leagues.  It  is  a  matter  of  great  regret 
to  me  that  the  majority  leader  has  seen 
fit,  in  my  absence  for  a  few  minutes 
from  the  Senate  Chamber,  to  bring  up 
the  conference  report  on  House  bill  6025 
and  have  it  agreed  to. 

For  the  Record  I  should  like  to  give 
this  chronology;  Last  week  when  the 
conference  report  came  up  it  was  reached 
late  in  the  afternoon.  I  intended  to 
make  a  motion  in  regard  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  I  made  it  very  clear  to  the 
majority  leader  that  I  would  ask  for  a 
quorum  call.  It  seemed  to  be  the  con¬ 
sensus  of  opinion  that  a  quorum  could 
not  be  obtained  at  that  late  hour,  so  it 
was  agreed  that  the  conference  report 
would  go  over  until  Monday. 

A  few  minutes  later  I  discovered  that 
I  was  committed  to  be  out  of  the  city  on 
Monday.  The  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Hendrickson]  had  already  left  the 
Chamber,  so,  as  I  was  unable  to  explain 
the  situation  to  him,  I  explained  it  to  the 
Senator  from  California.  As  the  Record 
will  show,  a  colloquy  took  place,  and  it 
was  finally  agreed  that  the  conference 
report  would  be  brought  up  on  Wednes¬ 
day,  following  my  return  to  the  city. 

It  was  not  brought  up  yesterday  until 
late  in  the  afternoon,  at  which  time  I 
found  myself  in  exactly  the  same  par¬ 
liamentary  position  I  was  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  week.  If  I  had  called  for  a  quorum 
last  night.  Senators  would  have  been 
greatly  inconvenienced,  and  I  think  it  is 
doubtful  whether  a  quorum  could  have 
been  obtained. 

The  majority  leader  seemed  somewhat 
piqued  over  the  fact  that  I  desired  a 
quorum  call.  I  had  made  it  clear  that  I 
wanted  a  quorum  to  be  present  to  con¬ 
sider  my  motion  to  recommit  the  bill  to 
the  conference. 

We  all  know  that  sometimes  in  the 
heat  of  debate  personal  feelings  show 
themselves  in  muscle  tensions,  if  not  in 
language.  I  thought  it  a  bit  unfortu¬ 
nate  that  the  majority  leader  felt  com¬ 
pelled  to  make  a  remark  to  the  effect 
that  the  Senate  would  decide  today 
whether  or  not  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
was  to  determine  policy  on  these  mat¬ 
ters. 

It  so  happened  that  at  12  o’clock  noon 
today  I  was  engaged  upon  a  matter 
which  made  it  impossible  for  me  to  be 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  It  involved 
a  matter  of  great  importance  to  Oregon 
and  I  felt  obliged  therefore  to  delay 
coming  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  for  a 
few  minutes.  I  reached  the  floor  at  the 
earliest  possible  moment.  In  fact,  as  I 
now  stand  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  one 
of  my  colleagues  is  waiting  in  the  Senate 
radio  studio  and  has  been  waiting  for 
some  time  past,  to  complete  a  radio 
transcription  with  me. 

When  I  heard  the  bell  for  the  second 
quorum  call,  a  call  which  I  understand 
was  discontinued  after  it  had  been  or¬ 
dered,  I  came  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
as  soon  as  I  could,  only  to  discover  that 
the  conference  report  had  already  been 
agreed  to. 
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until  the  lease  Is  extinguished,  relinquished, 
or  cancelled. 

In  the  case  of  oil  and  gas  or  uranium 
leases,  this  means  that  Uncle  Sam  remains  a 
squatter  on  those  State  lands  until  the  gas 
and  oil  or  uranium  is  extracted  and  the  lease 
is  relinquished  or  until  the  leaseholders  con¬ 
duct  sufficient  exploratory  work  to  assure 
them  that  the  lease  is  worthless. 

In  short,  the  Federal  Government  Is  placed 
in  the  position  of  telling  the  people  of  the 
State  of  Utah :  "We’ll  be  glad  to  return  your 
land  to  you  after  all  its  valuable  minerals 
have  been  extracted.” 

And  this  is  land  granted  by  Congress  In 
1894  for  support  of  the  common  schools. 

The  land  in  question,  incidentally,  is  large¬ 
ly  without  value  save  for  its  mineral  content. 

This  explanation  is  not  intended  to  be 
critical  of  the  Interior  Department  in  its  role 
as  administrator  of  public  lands.  The  De¬ 
partment  heads  obviously  are  acting  on  ad¬ 
vice  from  the  Department’s  legal  staff,  and  I 
have  no  doubt  that  their  position  is  well 
taken. 

However,  it  Is  difficult  to  explain  to  people 
of  the  State  affected  that  legal  phraseology 
in  a  1927  act  designed  to  protect  State  inter¬ 
ests  in  Enabling  Act  land  grants  is  working 
to  deprive  the  State  of  revenue  from  lands 
theoretically  granted  at  statehood  57  years 
ago. 

Director  Edward  Woozley  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  recently  found  himself 
in  the  same  embarrassing  position  the  Utah 
State  delegation  has  been  in.  A  reporter 
from  one  of  the  Salt  Lake  newspapers  called 
him  up  and  asked  him  how  he  could  justify 
the  Federal  Government’s  diversion  of  title 
and  revenue  from  assigned  school  sections  in 
Utah. 

Mr.  Woozley  told  the  reporter  that  he 
couldn’t  Justify  it  and  that  he  was  espe¬ 
cially  sympathetic  to  Utah,  Arizona,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia,  which  are  the  three  States  most  af¬ 
fected  by  this  land  problem. 

"Then  what  is  the  solution?”  the  reporter 
asked  him. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Director 
indicated  that  the  solution  was  a  completion 
of  the  survey  and  transfer  of  title  to  the 
States  as  expeditiously  as  possible.  He  also 
suggested,  according  to  a  newspaper  report 
of  the  interview,  that  legislation  be  intro¬ 
duced  to  transfer  to  the  respective  States 
any  existing  Federal  mineral  leases  at  the 
time  the  survey  is  approved.  This,  he  indi¬ 
cated,  would  complete  the  transfer  of  the 
land  title  in  conformity  with  the  intent  of 
the  1927  act. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  under  discussion 
today,  therefore,  is  to  carry  out  that  sugges¬ 
tion  by  Director  Woozley.  It  gives  nothing  to 
the  States  which  have  land  coming  to  them 
under  enabling  act  grants.  Instead  it  is  a 
partial  restoration  of  injustice  to  public- 
land  States  unwittingly  caused  by  the  work¬ 
ing  of  an  act  passed  to  help  preserve  State 
rights  to  those  lands. 

I  agree  with  Director  Woozley  that  the 
ultimate  solution  of  this  problem  is  to  com¬ 
plete  the  cadastral  survey  and  get  the  re¬ 
maining  school  sections  under  State  owner¬ 
ship  as  soon  as  possible.  And  I  believe  that 
the  Members  of  this  body  are  fully  aware 
that  I  have  been  seeking  to  get  action  on  this 
subject  since  I  came  to  the  Senate.  I  sup¬ 
ported  the  National  Surveying  and  Mapping 
Act  of  1949.  Then  on  February  6,  1950,  I 
introduced  in  the  United  States,  S.  2989, 
to  provide  an  accelerated  program  for  survey¬ 
ing  and  mapping  of  the  United  States,  its 
Territories,  and  possessions.  This  measure 
was  revised  and  reintroduced  during  the  1st 
session  of  the  83d  Congress  and  may  come  up 
for  consideration  before  the  session  is  over. 

I  also  recognized  the  problem  of  a  diver¬ 
sion  of  State  school  revenue  back  in  1950, 
and  at  that  time  introduced  S.  3124,  a  bill 
providing  for  the  distribution  of  proceeds 
of  mineral  leases  on  unsurveyed  lands.  If 


this  had  passed,  the  measure  under  con¬ 
sideration  today  would  have  been  unneces¬ 
sary. 

Both  of  these  old  measures  are  still  emi¬ 
nently  justified,  so  the  action  requested  in 
this  bill  today  is  only  a  partial  solution  of 
the  lands  problem  as  it  affects  Utah  and  sev¬ 
eral  other  States.  The  new  measure,  how¬ 
ever,  has  urgency  in  view  of  the  accelerated 
surveying  program  now  being  formulated  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

By  surveying  only  school  section  lines  in 
unsurveyed  townships,  the  Bureau  hopes  to 
stretch  available  funds  and  complete  the 
survey  of  about  eight  townships  in  Utah  this 
spring.  And  if  requested  surveying  funds 
are  appropriated  by  Congress,  the  Bureau 
hopes  to  survey  50  townships  in  Utah,  25 
townships  in  Arizona,  and  45  townships  in 
California  during  fiscal  1955.  This  survey¬ 
ing  program  will  restore  nearly  3  million 
acres  of  long-overdue  land  to  those  three 
States. 

However,  without  this  legislation,  the  res¬ 
toration  in  Utah  will  be  virtually  nil,  because 
the  proposed  surveying  work  will  be  done 
in  areas  undergoing  heavy  minerals  explora¬ 
tion.  Unless  this  legislation  passes,  most  of 
these  200  school  sections  scheduled  for  sur¬ 
vey  and  ultimate  transfer,  will  remain  under 
Federal  control  even  though  granted  to  the 
State  in  1894  and  completely  surveyed,  and 
under  present  laws,  they  will  not  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  State  until  the  minerals  are 
extracted  and  the  lands  made  completely 
worthless. 

This  body  has  a  reputation  for  being  quick 
to  correct  miscarriages  of  Justice  in  its  rela¬ 
tions  with  individuals  and  foreign  countries. 
I  hope  that  we  can  act  Just  as  quickly  in  this 
case  and  remove  the  Federal  Government 
from  the  position  of  diverting  money  from  a 
modest  permanent  school  fund  established 
by  our  predecessors  of  1894. 

The  Congress  which  passed  the  enabling 
act  under  which  Utah  became  a  State  in 
1896,  I  might  add,  considered  those  school 
lands  such  a  valuable  asset  to  public  edu¬ 
cation  that  the  States  are  not  permitted  to 
use  the  income  from  leases  or  sale  of  the 
land  granted.  Only  the  interest  from  income 
derived  from  this  land  may  be  used  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  “common  schools.”  Any  funds, 
therefore,  derived  by  Utah  or  other  States 
from  this  legislation  will  go  into  permanent 
school  filnds,  which,  conceivably,  will  be 
used  to  further  public  education  for  years 
to  come. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  report  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  carries  a  recommendation  that  a 
subsection  (5)  be  inserted  in  section  1  of 
the  bill  which  is  reasonable  and  acceptable 
to  both  Senator  Bennett  and  myself. 

I  move  that  the  bill  be  reported  favorably. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Utah  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to 
address  an  inquiry  to  both  the  Senators 
from  Utah.  I  call  their  attention  to  the 
fact  that  there  is  on  the  calendar  House 
bill  7110,  Calendar  1188,  which  presum¬ 
ably  deals  with  the  same  subject,  al¬ 
though  I  understand  in  slightly  different 
form.  I  should  like  to  know  the  desires 
of  the  Senators  from  Utah.  In  other 
words,  whether  we  shall  pass  the  Senate 
bill  and  send  it  to  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  or  whether  we  shall  consider 
the  House  bill,  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause,  and  then  substitute  for 
the  text  of  the  House  bill  the  text  of  the 
Senate  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
only  difference  between  the  two  bills  will 
be  found  on  page  3,  in  line  8,  where  the 


4585 

Senate  bill  uses  the  words  "royalties  and . 
bonuses,”  and  the  House  bill  does  not. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  attention  to  the  fact — I  do  not  know 
how  important  it  is  to  expedite  final 
action  on  the  bill — that,  of  course,  if  the 
Senate  considers  the  House  bill,  strikes 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause,  substi¬ 
tutes  the  text  of  the  Senate  bill,  and 
sends  the  House  bill  as  thus  amended  . 
back  to  the  House,  there  probably  will  be 
a  conference.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
Senate  amends  the  House  bill,  so  as  to 
make  it  read  in  the  way  the  Senate  bill 
now  reads,  the  House  could  concur  in  the 
Senate’s  amendments  to  the  House  bill,/ 
and  that  might  facilitate  final  enact-  ' 
ment  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  think  we  should 
proceed  in  the  way  which  will  be  most  - 
expeditious;  and  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  have  the  House  bill  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  the  words  “rents,  royalties,  and 
bonuses”  in  place  of  the  word  “royal¬ 
ties”,  on  page  3,  in  lines  8  and  10. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  at  this  V; 
time  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  an  explanation  of^ 
the  bill.  ■ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  expla-^ 
nation  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Explanation  of  the  Bill 

H.  R.  7110  provides  that  title  to  certain  ' 
school  lands  shall  vest  in  the  States  under 
the  act  of  January  25,  1927,  notwithstanding 
any  Federal  leases  which  may  be  outstand¬ 
ing  on  the  lands  at  the  time  they  are  sur¬ 
veyed. 

When  the  State  of  Utah  was  admitted,  its 
enabling  act  prescribed  that  four  sections  ’ 
out  of  every  township  when  surveyed  would 
be  conveyed  to  the  State  of  Utah  for  the 
express  purpose  of  the  financing  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  school  system  of  the  State.  These  sec-  , 
tions  were  designated  by  number  as  2,  16, 
32,  and  36  in  the  State  of  Utah.  Other  sur¬ 
rounding  Western  States  have  similar  provi-  • 
sions  (not  exact)  in  their  enabling  acts.  > 
There  was  in  the  enabling  act  a  reservation 
excluding  from  the  effect  of  this  statute 
those  lands  mineral  in  character. 

In  1927  an  act  was  passed  conveying  num-  , 
bered  school  sections  mineral  in  character^ 
to  the  States;  however  this  act  of  1927  pro-M 
vided  that  any  school  land  section  mineral* 
in  character  on  which  there  was  at  the  time 
of  survey  any  valid  application,  claim,  or  . 
right  initiated"  or  held  under  any  of  the 
existing  laws  of  the  United  States,  would  be 
exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  1927  act  ■ 
until  or  unless  such  “reservations,  appli-  „ 
cations,  claims,  or  rights  are  extinguished, 
relinquished,  or  canceled.”  Therefore,  un¬ 
der  the  operation  of  the  1927  act,  leases  for 
oil  and  mineral  development  were  deter-  , 
mined  by  the  Solicitor  of  the  Bureau  of  | 
Land  Management  to  be  such  an  outstand-  ' 
ing  interest  as  to  preclude  the  State  from 
becoming  entitled  to  the  numbered  section. 

This  act  which  is  now  proposed  seeks  to 
reverse  that  exemption  pertaining  to  leases  . 
and  thus  allow  the  assignment  of  the  lease  ' 
from  the  Federal  Government  to  the  State  . 
whereby  the  existing  lease  would  not  be  . 
broken.  The  benefits  and  the  fee  would  be 
transferred  to  the  State. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Bureau;' 
of  Land  Management  in  reporting  on  this 
bill  recommended  the  inclusion  of  subsec- 
tion  5  which  was  accepted  by  the  authors 
and  the  subcommittee  and  recommended  to 
the  full  committee  as  follows; 

“Subsection  5:  Where,  at  the  time  rents, g 
royalties,  and  bonuses  accrue,  the  land  or 
deposits  covered  by  a  single  lease  are  owned 
in  part  by  the  State  and  in  part  by  the 
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I  may  say  to  the  Senate  that  measures 
calling  for  this  stamp  were  introduced 
in  the  Senate  in  March  of  last  year.  The 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Potter]  introduced  Senate 
bill  1468,  and  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  MansfieldI 
introduced  Senate  bill  1482.  The  bills 
were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service.  In  accordance 
with  the  usual  practice  of  the  committee, 
the  bills  were  submitted  to  the  Post  Of¬ 
fice  Department  for  consideration  and 
recommendation. 

I  wish  to  congratulate  the  Postmaster 
General,  Hon.  Arthur  E.  Summerfield, 
and  the  Post  Office  Department,  upon 
the  issuance  of  this  stamp.  I  think  it 
is  timely,  and  from  a  national  stand¬ 
point,  most  appropriate,  that  this  8-cent 
stamp  which  will  be  used  primarily  on 
international  mail,  will  carry  on  its  face 
a  message  to  foreign  countries  in  words 
that  mean  so  much  to  us,  because  they 
are  a  part  of  our  heritage:  “In  God  We 
Trust." 

Mr.  President,  I  consider  it  a  privilege 
to  have  been  in  attendance  at  the  un¬ 
veiling  exercises  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  wish  to  join  in  the 
remarks  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kansas  concerning  the  unveiling  of 
the  new  8-cent  stamp,  on  which  appears 
the  words,  “In  God  We  Trust."  This 
is  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the 
Nation  that  a  postage  stamp  of  regular 
issue  has  carried  such  a  message.  I 
think  it  is  entirely  fitting  and  proper 
that  the  selection  of  a  stamp  to  carry 
these  words  should  have  been  a  stamp 
which  will  be  placed  on  mail  going  to 
foreign  nations.  It  might  almost  be 
termed  an  international  stamp,  since  it 
will  be  used  upon  international  mail. 

I  can  think  of  no  greater  message  that 
could  be  sent  to  people  throughout  the 
world  on  a  little  postage  stamp  than 
that  we,  as  Americans,  believe  in  spir¬ 
itual  values.  Mr.  President,  we  are  a 
great  nation  because  of  our  belief  and 
trust  in  God. 

The  ceremony  today  was  dignified  by 
the  presence  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  by  most  of  the  Cabinet, 
and  by  very  distinguished  clergymen, 
representing  the  Protestant,  Catholic, 
and  Jewish  faiths.  The  program  was 
most  impressive. 

I  am  confident  that  the  selection  of 
the  Statue  of  Liberty  as  the  motif  of  the 
stamp  and  the  motto,  “In  God  We  Trust," 
will  serve  to  repay  our  Nation  in  spiritual 
values,  manifold,  the  time  and  effort  de¬ 
voted  to  the  preparation  of  the  stamp 
and  the  ceremonies  connected  with  its 
issuance. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  the  statement  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  Michigan,  who  in¬ 
troduced  Senate  bill  1468,  which  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  words  “In  God  We  Trust" 
should  be  printed  on  the  stamp. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record,  as 
a  part  of  my  remarks,  a  description  of 
the  new  8-cent  stamp. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  descrip¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

This  first  stamp  of  the  new  ordinary  series 
Is  an  8-cent  bicolored  steel-engraved  stamp 
of  the  ordinary  size,  0.75  by  0.87  of  an  inch, 
arranged  vertically.  The  part  of  the  design 
printed  in  red  portrays  the  Statue  of  Lib¬ 
erty  with  the  wording  “In  God  We  Trust”  in 
red  gothic,  forming  an  arch  over  the  head 
of  the  statue. 

The  frame,  or  background,  which,  defines 
the  outline  of  the  stamp,  is  printed  in  blue 
in  a  gradual  tone  effect  with  the  dark  tone 
at  the  edges  and  fading  toward  the  center  to 
create  a  white  halo  in  back  of  the  statue. 
“U.  S.  Postage"  and  the  denomination 
“8«!”  appear  across  the  top  with  the  word 
“Liberty”  prominently  displayed  across  the 
bottom,  in  whitefaced  gothic. 

This  stamp  will  be  used  primarily  for  the 
first  ounce  of  international  mail.  It  is  antic¬ 
ipated  that  200  million  or  more  of  these 
stamps  will  be  used  yearly. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  as  has 
been  mentioned  by  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Michigan,  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  a  15 -minute  service.  The 
invocation  was  by  Dr.  Roy  G.  Ross,  gen¬ 
eral  secretary.  National  Council  of 
Churches. 

There  was  an  address  by  the  Honor¬ 
able  Arthur  E.  Summerfield,  Postmaster 
General,  who  also  presided  at  the  exer¬ 
cises. 

An  address  was  delivered  by  the  Hon¬ 
orable  John  Foster  Dulles,  Secretary  of 
State. 

His  Eminence,  Francis  Cardinal  Spell¬ 
man,  archbishop  of  New  York,  delivered 
an  address. 

The  concluding  address  was  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

The  benediction  was  by  Dr.  Norman 
Salit,  president,  Synagogue  Council  of 
America. 

I  have  before  me  a  statement  issued 
by  the  Postmaster  General  relative  to 
the  issuance  of  the  stamp,  and  I  expect 
to  receive  later  in  the  afternoon,  a  more 
complete  transcript  of  his  remarks.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  these  mat¬ 
ters  may  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matters 
referred  to  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Comments  by  Postmaster  General  Arthur 

E.  Summerfield,  Thursday,  April  8,  1954 

We,  in  the  Post  Office  Department  are 
highly  honored  to  have  with  us  today  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  the  Vice 
President,  members  of  the  President's  Cabi-  1 
net,  representative  leaders  of  our  great  reli¬ 
gious  denominations  and  a  group  of  dis¬ 
tinguished  guests. 

You  may  well  ask  why  these  leaders  in 
our  Government  and  in  our  spiritual  life — 
should  take  the  time  to  dignify  the  issuance 
of  a  new  stamp. 

There  is  a  very  good  reason  for  their  being 
here. 

This  is  the  first  regular  stamp  in  our 
history  to  bear  the  motto  “In  God  We  Trust” 
and  to  portray  the  Statue  of  Liberty. 

The  issuance  of  this  stamp,  therefore,  sym¬ 
bolizes  the  rededication  of  our  faith  in  the 
spiritual  foundations  upon  which  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  our  Nation  rest.  It  also  re¬ 
affirms  our  determination  to  safeguard  our 
liberties.  Finally,  it  expresses  our  hopes  for 
the  rebirth  and  the  growth  of  freedom  among 
all  peoples  of  the  world  everywhere. 

The  Statue  of  Liberty,  so  prominently  dis¬ 
played,  is  a  symbol  of  opportunity  and  hope 


to  victims  of  persecution  and  terror  today, 
just  as  it  has  been  in  times  past. 

It  is  fitting  this  stamp  will  be  used  ex¬ 
tensively  for  foreign  mail  because  we  want 
men  of  good  will  everywhere  to  know  that 
America  will  always  remain  a  God-fearing, 
God-loving  nation  where  freedom  and  equal¬ 
ity  for  all  are  living  and  imperishable  con¬ 
cepts. 

If  the  peoples  of  the  world  abide  by  the 
truths  symbolized  on  this  stamp — godliness 
and  freedom — the  brightest  days  of  our  civi¬ 
lization  lie  in  the  unlimited  future. 

That  Is  the  hope  of  every  American.  That 
is  what  this  new  stamp  symbolizes.  That  is 
why  we  are  gathered  here  today. 


AUTHORIZATION  TO  ACQUIRE 

TITLE  TO  REAL  PROPERTY  AND 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN 

PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  THEREON 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts ;  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first 
amendment,  which  the  clerk  will  state. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  4,  line  12, 
after  the  word  “than”,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “$50,000”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$20,000.” 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Green 

Martin 

Anderson 

Griswold 

Maybank 

Barrett 

Hayden 

McCarran 

Bennett 

Hendrickson 

McClellan 

Bricker 

Hennings 

Mlllikin 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Bush 

Hill 

Mundt 

Butler,  Md. 

Hoey 

Murray 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Holland 

Neely 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

Pastore 

Carlson 

Hunt 

Payne 

Case 

Ives 

Potter 

Clements 

Jackson 

Purtell 

Cooper 

Jenner 

Robertson 

Cordon 

Johnson,  Colo 

Russell 

Daniel 

, Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Dirksen 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Douglas 

Kefauver 

Smith,  Maine 

Dworshak 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Eastland 

Kilgore 

Stennia 

Ellender 

Knowland 

Symington 

Ferguson 

Kuchel 

Upton 

Flanders 

Langer 

Watkins 

Frear 

Lehman 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

Long 

Williams 

Gillette 

Magnuson 

Young 

Goldwater 

Malone 

Gore 

Mansfield 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  amendment  on  page  4,  in  line 
12,  which  has  been  stated. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  proceed  to  state  the  remain¬ 
ing  amendments  of  the  committee. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
in  line  13,  after  the  word  “unless”,  strike 
out  “it  has  been  submitted,  30  days  prior 


No.  65 - 3 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


4592 

to  its  effective  date,  to  the  President  of 
the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  for  appropri¬ 
ate  reference  to  committees”  and  insert 
“the  Administrator  has  come  into  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  with  respect  to  such 
purchase  contract  agreement.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7, 
in  line  12,  after  the  word  “of,”  to  strike 
out  “1953”  and  insert  “1954.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  9, 
in  line  9,  after  “(b)”,  to  strike  out  “The” 
and  insert  “Except  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (d)  of  this  section,  the. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  9, 
in  line  17,  after  “  (c)  ”,  to  strike  out  “The” 
and  insert  “Except  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (d)  of  this  section,  the.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  10, 
after  line  3,  to  insert: 

(d)  The  authority  conferred  on  the  Post¬ 
master  General  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
of  this  section  to  enter  into  lease-purchase 
agreements  with  respect  to  property  owned 
by  the  Government  on  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  act,  is  hereby  restricted  to  ex¬ 
clude  from  such  authority  any  site  which 
has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law,  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  act,  on  which  there 
has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be  used 
for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  presently 
being  used  for  such  purposes. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  10, 
in  line  13,  to  change  the  subsection  let¬ 
ter  from  “(d)”  to  “(e)”;  and  in  line 
19,  to  change  the  subsection  letter  from 
“(e)”  to  “(f).” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was: 

(g)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more 
than  $20,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed 
under  this  section  unless  the  Postmaster 
General  has  come  into  agreement  with  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate 
and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with 
respect  to  such  lease-purchase  agreement. 

(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real 
property  acquired  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to 
State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same 
shall  pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  11, 
in  line  16,  after  "(a)”,  to  strike  out  “Not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the”  and  insert  “The.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  11, 
in  line  20,  after  the  word  “entity”,  to 
insert  “for  periods  not  to  exceed  a  total 
of  30  years  for  each  such  lease  agree¬ 
ment.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  12, 
in  line  18,  after  the  word  “States”,  to 
insert  a  colon  and  the  following  proviso: 

Provided,  That  the  Postmaster  General 
shall  not,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
dispose  of  ( 1 )  any  Government-owned  prop¬ 
erty,  or  interests  therein,  acquired  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  101  of  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  176)  or  (2)  any  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  property,  or  interests  there¬ 


in,  which  has  been  acquired  pursuant  to 
law,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  act,  on 
which  there  has  been  constructed  a  build¬ 
ing  to  be  used  for  postal  purposes  and  which 
is  presently  being  used  for  such  purposes. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  13, 
line  13,  after  “Sec.  205”,  to  insert  “(a)”; 
at  the  beginning  of  line  15,  to  insert 
“under  authority  of  this  title”;  and  in 
line  19,  after  the  word  “title”,  to  in¬ 
sert  a  colon  and  the  following  proviso: 

Provided,  That  any  amount  received  by  the 
Postmaster  General  from  the  sale  of  such 
property,  under  authority  of  this  title,  which 
exceeds  the  amount  paid  therefor  from  the 
appropriations  for  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  as 
miscellaneous  receipts. 

(b)  Any  amounts  received  by  the  Post¬ 
master  General  from  the  sale,  lease,  or  other 
disposal  of  real  property  acquired  by  the 
Government  under  authority  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  May  25,  1926  (44  Stat.  630), 
as  amended,  and  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of 
1949  (63  Stat.  176),  as  amended,  which  may 
be  transferred  to  the  Postmaster  General, 
shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  321  of  the  act  entitled 
‘‘An  act  making  appropriations  for  the  leg¬ 
islative  branch  of  the  Government  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1933,  and  for 
other  purposes”  (47  Stat.  412;  40  U.  S.  C. 
303b),  section  5  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act 
of  May  25,  1926,  as  amended  (44  Stat.  633: 
40  U.  S.  C.  345),  or  section  204  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended  (63  Stat.  388;  40  U.  S.  C. 
485) ,  whichever  section  may  be  applicable. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  16, 
in  line  2,  after  the  word  “of”,  to  strike 
out  “1953”  and  insert  “1954.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
completes  the  committee  amendments. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  is 
the  Senator  from  California  going  to 
make  an  explanation  of  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  House 
bill  6342  is  to  provide  for  acquisition 
and  construction  of  Federal  public 
buildings  by  lease-purchase  contracts. 
It  is  a  supplemental  to  existing  public 
buildings  law,  and  will  provide  a  new 
method  of  obtaining  building  space  for 
permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Under  present  law,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  the  choice  of  constructing 
its  own  buildings  whenever  appropria¬ 
tions  are  provided,  or  of  renting  space 
from  private  individuals.  Unfortunate¬ 
ly,  during  the  periods  when  increases  in 
permanent  Government  activities  occur, 
the  condition  of  the  Federal  budget  is 
not  very  conducive  to  the  appropriation 
of  large  sums  for  building  construction. 
Federal  building  construction  has  been 
almost  at  a  standstill  for  some  15  years, 
while  Government  activities  have  been 
steadily  increasing  during  the  same 
period.  It  takes  more  employees  and 
more  working  space  to  carry  out  those 
increased  activities. 

Furthermore,  during  the  same  period 
we  have  had  a  population  increase  of 
more  than  20  percent.  Government 
services  which  have  been  authorized  by 
the  elected  representatives  of  the  people 
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must  be  provided  for  today’s  population, 
not  for  the  population  of  15  years  ago. 
Differences  in  views  on  the  size  of  the 
Federal  payroll  should  have  no  place  in 
the  consideration  of  this  bill.  The  ob¬ 
jective  of  this  bill  is  to  provide  more 
economy  in  securing  adequate  space  for 
permanent  Government  activities  as 
they  exist  today. 

Under  the  conditions  of  the  past  15 
years,  it  has  not  been  possible  to  ap¬ 
propriate  large  sums  for  Federal  build¬ 
ing  construction.  As  a  result,  it  has 
been  necessary  to  rent  space  on  a  large 
scale.  This  has  been  costly,  and  fre¬ 
quently,  very  inefficient  since  in  many 
instances  the  only  rental  space  available 
was  not  suited  to  the  Government’s 
needs.  There  have  been  some  cases 
where  the  Government  has  rented  build¬ 
ings  for  postal  use  for  as  long  as  40  or 
50  years.  When  such  long  rental  peri¬ 
ods  are  tolerated  it  means  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government- is  paying  the  owner 
the  full  cost  of  his  investment  plus  a 
profit  or  interest  on  the  investment,  all 
without  securing  any  equity  in  the  build¬ 
ing,  and  the  Government  still  has  to  pay 
the  same  price  to  continue  renting  the 
same  or  similar  space  after  the  building 
is  paid  for.  The  Government  has  had 
no  alternative  for  that  wasteful  prac¬ 
tice  until  this  bill  was  brought  before 
the  Congress. 

The  legislation  in  this  bill  will  permit 
the  Government  to  obtain  building  space 
designed  for  most  efficient  use  at  a  cost 
which  falls  in  between  the  extremes  of 
direct  construction  and  indefinite  rental. 
It  will  have  most  of  the  advantages  of 
direct  construction  in  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  select  its  own  site  and  design, 
and  will  have  full  ownership  of  the  build¬ 
ing  at  the  end  of  a  specified  period.  It 
avoids  the  disadvantage  of  a  large  initial 
appropriation  of  funds  and  the  waste  of 
indefinite  rental  payments. 

The  bill  is  divided  into  two  titles  for 
purposes  of  administration.  Title  I 
deals  with  buildings  under  the  control 
of  the  General  Services  Administration 
which  are  used  for  most  civilian  Gov¬ 
ernment  activities  other  than  postal  use. 
They  include  Federal  courthouses,  cus¬ 
tomhouses,  warehouses,  and  general- 
purpose  buildings  which  may  also  have 
minor  portions  of  space  assigned  for 
postal  use.  Title  II  is  concerned  with 
buildings  which  are  under  the  control  of 
the  Postmaster  General  and  are  used 
predominantly  or  exclusively  for  postal 
purposes.  Buildings  on  military  and 
naval  reservations,  and  veterans’  hospi¬ 
tals  are  controlled  by  their  respective 
administrative  agencies  and  are  not 
covered  under  this  legislation. 

To  make  use  of  this  lease-purchase 
legislation,  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  the  Postmaster  General 
must  determine,  first,  that  the  need  for 
space  for  permanent  Government  activ¬ 
ities  cannot  be  met  by  using  existing 
Government-owned  property  suitable 
for  that  purpose,  and,  second,  that  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States  will 
be  served  by  undertaking  the  lease- 
purchase  method  of  obtaining  the  needed 
space.  In  making  the  latter  determi¬ 
nation,  he  must  consider  the  prospect 
of  direct  Federal  construction  within  a 
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reasonable  period  of  time,  and  the  rela¬ 
tive  economy  of  the  lease-purchase 
method  as  compared  with  the  total 
rental  cost  over  the  expected  period  of 
use. 

Lease-purchase  contracts  may  be  en¬ 
tered  into  for  periods  of  not  less  than 
10  years  nor  more  than  25  years.  The 
annual  payments  during  the  designated 
period  will  be  set  at  an  amount  sufficient 
to  pay  for  taxes,  reasonable  interest 
charges  on  the  capital  investment,  such 
maintenance  and  operation  costs  as  may 
be  covered  under  the  contract,  and  in¬ 
stallment  payments  of  the  purchase 
price  agreed  upon.  At  the  end  of  the 
period  the  purchase  price  will  be  paid 
in  full  and  the  title  will  be  conveyed  to 
the  Government  free  and  clear.  As  an 
example,  the  usable  life  of  a  new  build¬ 
ing  may  be  estimated  at  50  years  and 
the  lease-purchase  contract  term  set  at 
25  years.  If  the  Government  use  is  per¬ 
manent  and  the  total  cost  of  all  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  contract,  plus  the  total 
maintenance  costs  for  the  25-year  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  life  of  the  building  after 
the  end  of  the  25-year  contract  period, 
is  less  than  the  total  of  annual  rental 
payments  for  a  full  50-year  period  in 
comparable  rented  space,  then  the  lease- 
purchase  method  would  result  in  a  sav¬ 
ings  in  overall  cost.  It  would  also  have 
the  advantage  of  allowing  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  select  its  own  location  and  build¬ 
ing  design.  Cl  ** 

The  bill  would  allow  the  Government 
to  pick  out  a  suitable  site  and  to  pur¬ 
chase  or  take  an  option  on  it  before 
entering  into  a  lease-purchase  contract 
if  such  action  should  be  advisable  to 
avoid  speculation.  The  proposed  con¬ 
tract  would  then  be  advertised  on  the 
basis  of  a  design  and  plans  prepared  by 
or  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  If  an  acceptable  proposal  is  of¬ 
fered  and  agreed  upon,  then  the  option 
or  other  interest  in  the  site  would  be 
transferred  to  the  prospective  contractor 
as  a  part  of  the  contract  agreement. 
Upon  completion  of  the  building  by  the 
contractor,  the  Government  would  take 
up  occupancy  and  the  annual  payments 
under  the  contract  would  begin.  This 
arrangement  would  then  be  similar  to 
the  reducing  type  of  home  mortgage.^ 

This  legislation  can  also  be  used  to 
advantage  by  exchanging  unsuitable 
buildings  acquired  under  makeshift 
conditions  for  new  buildings  properly 
planned  for  Government  use.  One 
example  is  a  large  building  originally 
designed  and  constructed  as  a  hotel  in 
the  State  from  which  I  come.  It  was 
acquired  during  the  war  and  has  since 
been  used  for  office  space.  It  is  not  suit¬ 
able  for  that  purpose.  The  demand  for 
hotel  facilities  has  increased  in  that  area 
and  this  building  now  has  high  value  for 
reconversion  to  hotel  purposes.  It  is 
expected  that  a  favorable  exchange  can 
be  worked  out  whereby  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  obtain  suitable  space  prop¬ 
erly  planned  for  its  own  use  at  little  cost 
over  the  value  of  the  former  hotel 
building. 

Under  existing  public  buildings  law  a 
number  of  sites  for  Federal  buildings 
have  already  been  acquired  and  general 
plans  have  been  drawn  up.  It  would 


be  possible  under  the  pending  bill  to 
contract  for  buildings  on  these  sites  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  criteria  of  need  and  econ¬ 
omy  can  be  met  satisfactorily.  Likewise 
this  legislation  may  aid  indirectly  in  the 
removal  of  unsightly  and  unsatisfactory 
temporary  buildings  such  as  those  which 
now  clutter  up  some  of  the  park  area 
in  the  District  of  Columbia.  While  this 
bill  does  not  contain  any  direct  provi¬ 
sions  for  removing  such  temporary 
buildings  the  authority  to  contract  for 
new  buildings  under  the  lease-purchase 
method  will  make  it  possible  for  the  tem¬ 
porary  buildings  to  be  abandoned  on  a 
gradual  basis  whenever  the  best  interests 
of  the  Government  would  be,  served  by 
so  doing. 

The  representatives  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  and  the  Post¬ 
master  General  have  assured  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  this  legislation  will  not  be 
used  to  undertake  a  vast  public-building 
program.  They  understand  that  it  will 
not  replace  or  be  a  substitute  for  a  Fed¬ 
eral  construction  program.  It  is  con¬ 
templated  that  it  will  be  used  solely  as 
a  supplementary  means  of  securing  space 
only  in  cases  where  it  would  have  de¬ 
cided  advantages  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  over  other  methods  of  space  pro- 
curement. 

It  is  true,  however,  that  in  the  event 
of  adverse  employment  conditions  ac¬ 
tivities  under  this  legislation  could  be 
easily  expanded  and  would  serve  as  an 
effective  economic  stimulant  for  con¬ 
struction  activities  by  private  enterprise. 

Hitherto  all  Federal  construction  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  authorized  on  a  spe¬ 
cific  basis  or  within  definite  monetary 
limitations.  It  is  difficult  to  provide  the 
same  type  of  control  or  limitation  for  a 
building  program  under  the  lease-pur¬ 
chase  method.  The  committee  feels  that 
the  Congress  should,  however,  provide 
for  some  reasonable  degree  of  control 
and  it  has  accordingly  written  language 
in  the  bill  which  would  free  any  pro¬ 
posed  contract  requiring  an  annual  pay¬ 
ment  of  not  more  than  $20,000  from  any 
direct  legislative  control  but  would  re¬ 
quire  that  on  larger  contracts  the  re¬ 
spective  Government  agency  shall  come 
into  agreement  with  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  before  the  con¬ 
tracts  are  carried  forward.  This  is  the 
same  procedure  as  now  required  by  law 
for  acquisition  of  property  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense.  Such  legislation 
was  originally  adopted  by  Congress  in 
1944  and  has  been  in  effective  operation 
since  that  time. 

The  effect  of  the  limitation  requiring 
agreement  on  contracts  involving  annual 
payments  of  more  than  $20,000  would  be 
to  reserve  to  the  Congress  the  right  of 
further  legislative  approval  for  buildings 
which  would  have  an  initial  construction 
cost  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$200,000  or  more.  Many  of  the  typical 
small  city  or  town  post  offices  could  be 
built  at  a  cost  of  less  than  $200,000. 

The  requirement  for  agreement  on  the 
larger  contracts  will  apply  only  to  gen¬ 
eral  proposals  to  contract  specific  build¬ 
ings  in  specific  localities.  It  will  not  be 
concerned  with  determination  of  all  of 
the  detailed  terms  and  conditions  which 


is  a  proper  administrative  function  to 
be  carried  out  by  the  executive  agency 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act  and  re¬ 
lated  existing  laws.  The  committees  of 
Congress  will  expect  to  consider  whether 
it  is  advisable  to  proceed  with  a  proposal 
to  contract  for  a  building  of  a  certain, 
approximate  size  and  type  at  a  certain 
locality  and  whether  the  estimated  eco¬ 
nomics  as  compared  with  other  methods 
of  securing  the  needed  space  are  such 
as  to  justify  the  proposal.  Any  further 
details  beyond  these  points  would  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  executive  branch 
under  the  applicable  provisions  of  law. 
This  requirement  is  not  to  be  construed 
as  an  encroachment  upon  nor  in  conflict 
with  the  responsibilities  and  functions  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

In  title  II  of  the  bill  dealing  with  postal 
buildings  there  is  an  additional  criterion 
that  must  be  met  before  a  proposal  for 
a  contract  can  be  undertaken.  This  is 
the  requirement  in  existing  public  build¬ 
ings  law  that  no  area  shall  be  eligible  for 
construction  of  a  post-office  building  by 
the  Government  unless  the  receipts  of 
the  post  office  serving  such  area  exceed 
$10,000  per  year. 

Title  II  also  originally  contained  cer¬ 
tain  provisions  which  were  so  broad  in 
scope  that  it  would  be  possible  for  the 
Postmaster  General  to  enter  into  lease- 
purchase  agreements  under  which  any 
or  all  of  the  more  than  3,100  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  post-office  buildings  now  in 
use  could  be  demolished  and  replaced 
\  with  new  buildings.  As  it  was  agreed 
that  the  Postmaster  General  did  not  seek 
nor  desire  such  unlimited  authority,  the 
committee  has  recommended  amend¬ 
ments  in  section  202  which  would  make 
clear  that  this  authority  cannot  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  any  Government-owned  prop¬ 
erty  acquired  prior  to  this  act  on  which 
a  building  has  been  constructed  and  is 
now  in  use  for  postal  purposes. 

Section  203  of  title  n  deals  with 
straight-term  leasing.  It  is  an  extension 
of  the  present  leasing  authority  of  the 
Postmaster  General  which  will  permit 
greater  efficiency  and  economy  under 
the  conditions  for  which  its  use  is  pro¬ 
posed.  It  will  authorize  the  Postmaster 
General  to  enter  into  lease  agreements 
for  the  erection  of  postal  buildings  and 
related  facilities  upon  lands  which  may 
be  acquired  by  the  Postmaster  General 
and  conveyed  to  the  lessor  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  It  would  apply  largely  to  special 
purpose,  postal  handling  facilities.  It 
will  be  used  in  cases  where  relatively 
long-term  occupancy  is  contemplated 
but  where  permanent  indefinite  occu¬ 
pancy  cannot  be  counted  upon.  Under 
such  conditions,  a  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tract  with  ultimate  Government  owner¬ 
ship  probably  would  not  be  warranted, 
but  suitable  arrangements  can  be  made 
with  prospective  lessors  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  these  special-purpose  facilities 
on  lands  selected  as  best  located  for  the 
particular  purpose  under  consideration. 
,A  typical  example  might  be  a  building 
for  handling  parcel-post  packages  which 
must  be  located  on  a  suitable  site  with 
railroad  connections. 

This  section  authorizes  the  Postmas¬ 
ter  General  to  acquire  such  suitable  sites 
and  convey  them  to  the  prospective  les- 
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sors  in  order  that  the  acquisition  can 
be  carried  out  in  such  a  way  as  to  avoid 
the  possibility  of  speculation  by  those 
who  might  attempt  to  take  commitments 
on  the  best  sites  in  the  expectation  of 
demanding  excessive  prices  from  the 
United  States.  It  is  believed  that  the 
Postmaster  General  can  secure  more 
efficient  returns  from  his  rental  expendi¬ 
tures  for  special-purpose  facilities  in 
cases  where  present  facilities  are  inade¬ 
quate  or  obsolete. 

The  bill  originally  contained  no  limit 
on  the  length  of  the  lease  periods  which 
could  be  executed  under  this  authoriza¬ 
tion.  The  committee  has  set  a  limit  of 
30  years  for  such  lease  periods  since  it 
feels  that  if  any  longer  term  is  contem¬ 
plated,  a  lease-purchase  contract  under 
the  provisions  of  section  202  would  be 
preferable.  The  committee  has  also 
amended  the  section  to  make  certain 
that  the  Post  Office  sites  acquired  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  101  of  the  Public  Build¬ 
ings  Act  of  1949  as  well  as  the  existing 
Government-owned  post  offices  now  in 
use  for  postal  purposes  cannot  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  for  the  purposes  of  making  lease 
agreements. 

The  committee  has  also  amended  sec¬ 
tion  205  so  that,  when  any  funds  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  sale,  lease  or  disposal 
of  property  under  the  provisions  of  this 
title  are  available  to  be  credited  to  cur¬ 
rent  Post  Office  Department  appropria¬ 
tions,  any  excess  of  the  amount  to  be 
credited  over  the  amount  paid  for  the 
property  shall  be  covered  into  the 
Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts.  Al¬ 
so,  if  any  property  acquired  pursuant 
to  the  Public  Buildings  Acts  of  1926  and 
1949  should  be  transferred  to  the  Post¬ 
master  General  and  subsequently  sold 
or  disposed  of,  any  amounts  received 
from  such  disposal  shall  be  covered  into 
the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

It  may  be  noted  that  the  authority 
to  enter  into  agreements  under  this  title, 
both  for  lease-purchase  contracts  and 
term  leases,  will  expire  10  years  from  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  title. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  First,  before  I  ask  my 
questions  of  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia — and  I  have  only  about  four  ques¬ 
tions  to  ask  him — I  wish  to  express  my 
appreciation  of  diligent  work  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  has  done  on  the 
pending  bill.  It  is  a  very  far-reaching 
bill.  It  goes  to  the  general  public  build¬ 
ings  program  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  and  of  the  Post  Office 
Department.  Its  effect  will  be  felt  in 
every  section  of  the  country.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  certainly  made  a  fine  contribu¬ 
tion  in  working  out  the  amendments 
which  are  being  proposed  by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much  for  his  statement. 

Mr.  CASE.  Of  course  I  have  a  special 
interest  in  the  proposal  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  come  into  agreement  with  the 
Public  Works  Committees,  because  I  am 
a  member  of  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  to  which 


is  assigned  the  responsibility  of  recom¬ 
mending  appropriations  in  connection 
with  the  Defense  Establishment.  It  is 
a  rather  arduous  task,  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  California,  and  if  he  is- 
assigned  to  the  task  as  the  result  of  his 
labors  on  the  pending  bill,  I  am  warning 
him  he  will  have  plenty  to  do. 

However,  to  my  questions: 

First  of  all,  did  the  subcommittee  con¬ 
sider  placing  a  limitation  on  the  amount 
of  the  liability  that  could  be  incurred 
by  either  service  in  excess  of  the  rental 
payments  now  existing? 

What  I  have  in  mind  is  that  the  pay¬ 
ments  for  a  lease-purchase  contract  on 
an  annual  basis  will  probably  be  in  excess 
of  the  straight  rentals  alone  for  the 
existing  properties.  How  far  does  the 
Senator  from  California  believe  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  or  the  Post 
Office  Department  should  go  in  increas¬ 
ing  the  budgetary  liabilities  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  any  given  year? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  that  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  restriction  on  the  authority 
under  the  bill  as  it  is  before  the  Senate, 
either  with  respect  to  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  or  the  Post  Office 
Department,  authority  is  given  to  each 
to  utilize  appropriations  for  rental  pur¬ 
poses  to  consummate  lease-purchase 
transactions. 

The  only  restriction  with  respect  to 
the  amount  of  money  which  may  be  used 
by  either  agency  in  a  series  of  lease  pur¬ 
chases  is  that  when  more  than  $20,000 
a  year  is  involved  in  rental  payments  the 
agency  concerned  must  first  come  to 
agreement  with  the  two  committees  of 
Congress  concerned,  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  two  Houses. 

It  was  suggested — I  believe  I  recall  the 
testimony  on  that  point — that  there 
would  be  an  additional  check,  in  that 
each  year  the  agencies,  would  have  to 
appear  before  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  and  make  representations  rel¬ 
ative  to  the  amount  of  the  appropriations 
necessary  to  be  made  for  rental  purposes. 

To  reiterate,  I  should  say  that  there  is 
no  additional  restriction  in  the  bill  other 
than  those  to  which  I  have  just  alluded. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  experience  which 
gives  me  a  little  concern  on  this  point  is 
that  in  dealing  with  the  General  Services 
Administration  in  connection  with 
rentals  which  it  has  been  making  for  the 
Civil  Defense  Administration,  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Real  Estate  and  Military 
Construction  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  received  testimony  which  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  would  make  contracts  for 
rentals  as  long  as  it  had  the  money  in 
its  treasury,  upon  the  mere  statement 
of  the  using  agency,  in  this  case,  the 
Civil  Defense  Administration,  to  the  ef¬ 
fect  that  the  using  agency  had  need  for 
additional  space. 

When  I  questioned  the  representatives 
of  GSA  on  that  point,  they  said  that  it 
was  not  their  business  to  determine  the 
need;  they  accepted  the  statement  of  the 
using  agency  that  it  needed  more  space. 
The  General  Services  Administration  has 
a  certain  amount  of  money  available  to 
it  for  paying  rentals,  and  they  pay 
rentals  as  long  as  the  money  holds  out. 


If  an  agency  wanted  more  space  than 
GSA  had  money  to  provide,  the  using 
agency  would  have  to  provide  the  money 
out  of  its  own  budget. 

We  have  endeavored  within  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  to  check  that 
practice  by  demanding  a  showing  of  need 
on  the  part  of  the  using  agency.  We 
thought  it  was  only  proper  that  execu¬ 
tive  agencies  should  make  a  showing 
of  need  before  executing  contracts 
which  create  a  budget  liability  for  the 
Federal  Government. 

I  bring  up  this  point  because,  unless 
some  specific  language  is  written  into 
the  law,  there  will  devolve  upon  the  two 
committees  a  great  responsibility.'  The 
responsibility  will  be  on  the  Public  Works 
Committee  that  it  will  not  come  to 
agreement  with  the  agencies  for  a  lease- 
purchase  liability  unless  there  is  a  defi¬ 
nite  showing  of  need  and  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  building  is  within  the  actual  need 
of  the  prospective  using  agency. 

The  other  committee  on  which  a  spe¬ 
cial  responsibility  will  devolve  is  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  That  com¬ 
mittee  can  put  a  limitation  upon  the 
administrative  funds  available  for  either 
the  General  Services  Administration  or 
the  Post  Office  Department,  and  can  say, 
"You  shall  not  spend  more  than  so  much 
money  in  administering  this  program.” 
That  type  of  limitation  has  been  used 
by  the  Appropriations  Committees  in  re¬ 
stricting  activities  of  the  Federal  Hous¬ 
ing  Administration.  They  would  limit 
the  funds  which  could  be  used  and  there¬ 
by  curtail  or  limit  the  amount  of  public 
housing  which  could  be  built.  I  think 
the  Appropriations  Committees  un¬ 
doubtedly  will  hit  upon  some  such 
method  as  that  to  control  the  amount 
of  increase  that  might  be  made  in  an 
agency’s  budget  by  a  possible  excessive 
employment  of  this  device  for  building 
public  buildings  on  a  rather  lavish 
scale. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  for 
a  question  in  line  with  the  point  raised 
by  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  raised  the  point  that  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  could 
limit  the  annual  appropriations.  We 
are  conferring,  as  I  understand,  upon 
the  two  agencies  full  authority  to  nego¬ 
tiate  lease-purchase  contracts.  Once 
such  a  contract  has  been  negotiated,  can 
the  Appropriations  Committee  nullify  it 
by  restricting  the  funds? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  can  speak  for  him¬ 
self  better  than  I  can. 

Mr.  CASE.  As  it  has  been  done  in 
connection  with  the  Housing  Adminis¬ 
tration,  the  funds  appropriated  could  be 
made  unavailable  except  up  to  a  certain 
amount.  They  could  do  it  by  imposing 
a  dollar  limitation,  saying  that  the  funds 
made  available  for  administrative  pur¬ 
poses  shall  not  be  used  for  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contracts  which  would  increase  the 
Government’s  budgetary  liability  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $5  million  a  year,  or  some  such 
device  as  that.  That  device  has  been 
effectively  used  in  limiting  the  public¬ 
housing  program. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS.  JTie  question  in  my 
mind  is.  What  would  happen  to  con¬ 
tracts  which  have  been  negotiated  be¬ 
fore  the  agencies  involved  go  to  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee?  They  can 
begin  negotiating  contracts  from  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  he  says  does  not 
cover  the  entire  situation.  No  so-called 
lease-purchase  agreement  in  excess  of 
$20,000  a  year  in  payments  shall  become 
effective  for  any  purpose  until,  as  the 
bill  now  provides,  the  two  committees 
shall  come  into  agreement  with  the 
agency  concerned. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  was  speaking 
about  contracts  below  $20,000.  There 
would  be  no  limitation  on  the  number 
of  such  contracts  which  could  be  nego¬ 
tiated  prior  to  the  date  the  agencies  go 
before  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  cor- 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  view  of  tlie  facial 
that  we  have  conferred  upon  them  au-  . 
thority  to  negotiate  these  contracts  j 
without  any  limitations,  could  the  com-  ! 
mittee  cancel  them  at  a  later  date  with- 
out  creating  claims  for  damages  against  j 
the  Government? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  would,  of 
course,  be  at  least  a  moral  right  on  the 
part  of  the  injured  lessor  to  the  extent 
he  should  be  out  of  pocket  under  a  con¬ 
tract  which  Congress  suddenly  said 
would  not  be  continued.  I  suppose  he 
would  have  a  claim  which  he  could  pros¬ 
ecute.  But  throughout  history  we  have 
given  these  agencies  and  other  agencies, 

I  suppose,  the  unlimited  right  to  enter 
into  straight  leaseholds.  We  have 
permitted  the  Post  Office  Department 
to  enter  into  a  leasehold,  writing  its  own 
ticket  as  to  the  amount  of  monthly  pay¬ 
ments  to  be  made,  and  as  to  the  time 
involved,  and  in  some  instances,  which 
the  Senator  and  I  were  discussing  earlier 
today,  I  indicated  that  we  had  evidence 
that  the  Post  Office  Department  had 
rented  the  same  piece  of  property  for  as 
long  as  50  years  and,  presumably,  had 
paid  over  and  over  again  the  amount  of 
money  which  the  building  had  cost.  I 
say  that  because  it  seems  to  me  that 
when  we  have  entrusted  Government 
agencies  with  the  right  to  make  leases, 
we  might  as  well  consider  entrusting 
them  with  the  right  to  make  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contracts,  particularly  when  they 
must  do  so  under  the  restrictive  provi-^ 
sions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  further? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  With  respect  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  raised  by  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  it  might  also  be  observed  that  that 
situation  would  exist  with  respect  to  con¬ 
tracts  which  the  Administrator  and  the 
Postmaster  General  might  hurriedly 
make  between  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  bill  and  the  first  appro¬ 
priation  bill  providing  funds  for  those 
particular  agencies.-  At  the  very  first 
opportunity  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  can  place  a  limitation  upon  the 
funds  and  say  they  are  administra¬ 
tive  funds  and  shall  not  be  employed 
to  service  any  more  than  so  many  lease- 
purchase  contracts.  They  could  revert 


to  the  old  public  building  limitation, 
which  I  hope  they  will  not  do,  of  one 
building  for  each  congressional  district. 
Our  experience  over  the  years  with  the 
former  building  program  clearly 
demonstrated  that  providing  one  post- 
office  building  for  a  congressional  dis¬ 
trict  resulted  in  a  very  antiquated  dis¬ 
tribution  of  post-office  buildings  and 
did  not  meet  the  needs  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

I  used  to  represent  the  Second  Con¬ 
gressional  District  of  South  Dakota,  in 
which  there  were  no  large  cities.  At 
one  time  four  towns  were  eligible  for 
new  post-office  buildings.  By  a  for¬ 
tuitous  combination  of  circumstances 
we  concluded  matters  with  respect  to 
those  eligible  towns  in  a  couple  of  years. 
At  the  same  time  the  First  Congres¬ 
sional  District  in  my  State  had  27  eli¬ 
gible  towns.  On  the  basis  of  building 
one  post-office  building  a  year  in  a  con¬ 
gressional  district,  it  would  obviously 
take  27  years  in  that  district,  whereas 
it  took  only  4  years  in  my  old  congres¬ 
sional  district,  and  during  that  time 
there  would  be  other  eligible  towns. 

The  idea  of  allocating  one  post-office 
building  to  each  congressional  district 
meets  certain  practical  problems  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  when  a  pub¬ 
lic  building  bill  is  under  consideration 
there,  but  it  does  not  meet  the  needs  of 
the  Government. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  think  this  bill  offers  a 
sound  basis  for  a  new  approach  to  the 
public  building  program.  At  the  same 
time,  it  seems  to  me  that  Congress  should 
be  alert  to  keep  control  of  the  purse 
strings,  and  not  to  make  it  possible  for 
either  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  or  the  Postmaster  General  to 
march  forth  and  to  engage  in  the  nego¬ 
tiation  of  an  unlimited  number  of  lease- 
purchase  agreements,  which  presumably 
would  involve  heavier  annual  payments 
than  would  the  straight  lease  arrange¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  completely  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  on 
that  point.  It  is  true  that  the  restric¬ 
tions  which  the  committee  provided 
would  not  be  a  complete  guaranty  of  the 
level  of  lease-purchase  agreements  which 
the  Senator  feels  would  be  wise  and 
reasonable,  and  I  agree  with  him. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  addition  to  all 
the  restrictions  placed  in  the  bill,  I  think 
the  Senator  has  suggested  additional 
means  by  which  congressional  control  of 
the  lease-purchase  program  can  be  car¬ 
ried  on. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  have  three  questions, 
merely  of  a  clarifying  nature,  which  I 
desire  to  ask.  First,  does  title  pass  to 
the  Government,  so  that  taxes  cease;  or 
for  how  long  will  the  property  be  liable 
for  taxes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  provisions  of  the 
bill  are  that  the  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments  shall  run  for  a  period  of  between 
10  and  25  years,  depending  on  the  nego¬ 
tiations  between  the  Government  and  the 
lessor.  Title  would  pass  as  of  the  time 
the  payment  contracted  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  be  paid  to  the  private  individual 
had  been  completely  made.  The  bill 


specifically  provides  that  ad  valorem 
taxes  by  State  and  local  governments 
will  continue  to  be  paid  until  the  title 
passes;  and  title  will  not  pass  until  the 
Government’s  commitments  for  payment 
of  the  contract  shall  have  been  com¬ 
pletely  satisfied. 

Mr.  CASE.  My  second  question  re¬ 
lates  to  additions  to  existing  buildings. 
I  noted,  in  looking  over  the  eligible  post 
offices,  that  the  Post  Office  Department, 
in  many  instances,  expects  to  remodel 
and  make  additions.  Does  the  bill  make 
possible  the  handling  of  an  addition  to  a 
building,  as  well  as  the  erection  of  an 
entirely  new  building? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First,  I  shall  read  from 
page  9  of  the  bill,  line  9: 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d) 
of  this  section,  the  Postmaster  General  is 
authorized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in 
this  section  with  respect  to  existing  prop¬ 
erties,  including  those  for  which  conversions, 
additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be 
required,  and  properties  upon  which  con¬ 
struction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuant  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease- 
purchase  agreements. 

Subsection  (d),  on  page  10,  provides  as 
follows: 

(d)  The  authority  conferred  on  the  Post¬ 
master  General  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
of  this  section  to  enter  into  lease-purchase 
agreements  with  respect  to  property  owned 
by  the  Government  on  the  date  of  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  act,  is  hereby  restricted  to 
exclude  from  such  authority  any  site  which 
has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law,  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  act,  on  which  there 
has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be  used 
for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  presently 
being  used  for  such  purposes. 

So  the  Postmaster  General  may  not, 
on  existing  property,  with  existing  build¬ 
ings  now  in  use,  exercise  any  lease-pur¬ 
chase  rights  of  improvement. 

Mr.  CASE.  How  would  he  make  an 
addition,  then,  to  a  building  which  the 
Government  already  owns,  on  a  site 
which  the  Government  already  owns? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  suppose  that  if  the 
Government  has  title  to  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  on  which  a  post-office  building  is 
erected,  and  the  Government  wanted  to 
remodel  the  building,  a  lease-purchase 
transaction  would  not  be  available,  be¬ 
cause  the  improvements  would  be  to  a 
building  to  which  the  Government  al¬ 
ready  had  title.  I  should  rather  imagine 
that  where  the  Government  owned  the 
fee  and  occupied  the  building,  it  could 
not  use  the  tool  of  lease-purchase  to 
improve  or  to  remodel  the  building. 
That  would  be  my  opinion. 

Mr.  CASE.  In  other  words,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  have  a  public  building 
program  to  take  care  of  additions,  wher¬ 
ever  there  might  be  need  for  them? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  so,  wherever 
the  Government  already  owned  the 
buildings,  as  was  the  case  in  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  example. 

Mr.  CASE.  My  third  question  relates 
to  the  language  which  is  in  italics  on 
page  12,  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  the  Postmaster  General 
shall  not,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
dispose  of  (1)  any  Government-owned  prop¬ 
erty,  or  interests  therein,  acquired  pursuant 
to  section  101  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of 
1949  (63  Stat.  176)  or  (2)  any  Government- 
owned  property,  or  interests  therein,  which 
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has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law,  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  act,  on  which  there 
has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be  used 
for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  presently 
being  used  for  such  purposes. 

Proviso  (B)  which  is  attached  to  para¬ 
graph  (b) ,  on  page  12,  authorizes  the 
Postmaster  General  to  “dispose  of  real 
property,  and  interests  therein,  acquired 
for  use  or  used  for  postal  purposes  by 
sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms 
as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best 
interests  of  the  United  States.” 

I  have  particular  reference  to  the 
situation  which  exists  at  Rapid  City,  S. 
Dak.  At  the  time  of  the  last  Public 
Buildings  Act,  the  act  of  1949,  several 
cities  or  towns  eligible  for  post  offices  or 
additions  in  the  Second  Congressional 
District  of  South  Dakota  were  canvassed. 
The  Post  Office  Department  determined 
that  the  greatest  need  existed  in  the  city 
of  Rapid  City.  The  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  already  had  a  building  there,  which 
had  been  erected  30  or  40  years  earlier. 
In  any  event  it  had  been  built  when  the 
city  had  a  population  of  about  7,000.  To¬ 
day,  the  population  of  Rapid  City  is  about 
37,000,  and  the  post  office  handles  the 
mail  not  only  for  the  city,  but  also  for  a 
large  airbase  having  a  population  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  10,000. 

So  the  building  which  was  once  de¬ 
signed  to  serve  a  town  of  7,000  popula¬ 
tion  is  now  serving  a  city  population  and 
a  nearby  population  of  about  40,000  or 
50,000.  Obviously,  the  post  office  of 
Rapid  City  is  heavily  burdened,  and  the 
Post  Office  Department  has  said  that 
that  is  the  place  which  should  receive 
first  consideration.  From  the  first  $12 
million  made  available  from  the  first 
$40  million  authorized  in  the  1949  act, 
the  Department  made  an  allocation  in 
order  to  buy  a  site.  To  obtain  the  best 
site  involved  a  trade  of  the  existing 
facility  with  the  city  of  Rapid  City.  For 
one  reason  or  other,  that  was  delayed, 
and  the  funds  were  finally  frozen. 

I  fear  that  under  this  provision  of  the 
bill  the  Postmaster  General  would  be 
forbidden  to  use  the  existing  building 
site,  which  is  used  for  post-office  pur¬ 
poses  at  the  present  time.  I  fear  he 
would  be  forbidden  to  use  the  existing 
building  site  in  his  negotiations  for  a 
building  to  be  constructed  on  another 
site,  under  the  terms  of  the  Lease-Pur¬ 
chase  Act.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  that  the  spe¬ 
cific  provision  to  which  he  now  refers  is 
not  connected  with  the  lease-purchase 
situation.  It  is  entirely  concerned  with 
the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General 
to  enter  into  a  lease — simply  a  straight 
lease.  However,  the  bill  specifically  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Postmaster  General  shall 
not  dispose  of  any  of  the  presently  owned 
post-office  building  sites  which  were  ac¬ 
quired  in  the  past  by  the  Postmaster 
General  for  the  ultimate  building  of 
post-office  buildings.  The  specific  sec¬ 
tion,  I  may  say  to  the  Senator,  would  not 
restrict  the  Postmaster  General  with 
reference  to  the  purchase  to  which  he 
has  referred. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  is  the  Senator’s  opin¬ 
ion,  then,  that  where  the  Government 
does  have  an  existing  building  and  site 


which  are  presently  being  used  for  post- 
office  purposes,  such  property  can  be 
used  in  the  negotiation  of  a  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contract  as  partial  payment  for  a 
new  building  and  site. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  that  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  committee  and  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  bill,  as  the  committee  under¬ 
stands  it,  to  permit  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  to  utilize  the  lease-purchase  trans¬ 
action,  and  have  a  building  erected  on 
property  which  the  Postmaster  General,  j 
representing  the  Government,  now  ‘ 
owns;) and  it  would  be  entirely  a  part  of/ 
a  lease-purchase  transaction,  contem¬ 
plating  transfer  of  title  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  the  private  individual  who 
would  erect  the  building,  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  pay  for  it  thereafter.  — L 

Mr.  CASE.  And  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  could  use  the  present  property  as  a 
partial  payment  for  the  new  property? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes,  that  is  my  under¬ 
standing,  and  I  am  sure  it  is  the  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  committee.  It  may 
be  that  such  a  transaction  would  have  to 
be  done  by  the  General  Services 
Administrator. 

Mr.  CASE.  If,  on  an  examination  and 
review  of  that  particular  point  by  the 
Senator  from  California  or  by  the  staff 
there  is  any  confusion  because  of  the 
language  I  have  cited,  or  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill,  I  trust  the  Senator  from 
California  will  bring  it  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  before  the  bill  is  passed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  shall  do  so. 

Mr.  MARTIN  and  Mr.  BARRETT  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  California  yield;  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  first  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  senior  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Martin]. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  wished  to  inquire  a 
little  further  along  the  fine  which  was 
developed  by  the  Senator  -  from  South 
Dakota.  As  I  understand  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  provision  he 
has  been  discussing  would  simply  mean 
that  the  Federal  Government  would  ac¬ 
quire  title  to  needed  property  in  a  shorter 
time,  by  using  proceeds  from  the  prop¬ 
erty  as  the  amount  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  could  make  as  a  payment  on  the 
new  property.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  bill  would  author¬ 
ize  either  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  or  the  Postmaster  General  to 
use  a  new  approach  in  acquiring  suitable 
governmental  space;  and  to  use  it  where 
it  would  be  to  the  interest  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Is  that  what  the  Senator  is 
asking? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  The  property  which 
the  Government  already  owns  would  be 
used  as  a  payment  on  the  new  property 
which  certain  individuals  may  erect  for 
the  use  of  the  Government,  and  that 
would  mean  that  the  Government  would 
secure  title  that  much  earlier  in  com¬ 
parison  with  the  amount  of  payment  it 
might  make.  Is  that  not  a  correct 
statement?  .. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  the  Senator  sug¬ 
gests,  it  is  the  intention  of  the  bill  to 
permit  the  Government-owned  unim¬ 


proved  real  property  to  be  used  as  a  par¬ 
tial  payment  for  the  erection  of  a  suitable 
public  building  for  the  Government,  and 
title  would  revert  back  at  the  end  of  the 
pay  period.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  compliment  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  the  fine  work  he  has  ac¬ 
complished.  I  also  wish  to  express  pub¬ 
licly  my  appreciation  of  the  work  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land].  When  there  was  a  new  arrange¬ 
ment  of  the  various  subcommittees  of 
■  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  was  transferred  to 
the  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  but,  at  my 
request,  he  completed  his  work  on  the 
pending  bill.  I  know  that  all  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  have  given  an 
enormous  amount  of  thought  and  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  bill,  because  it  is  an 
entirely  new  endeavor  so  far  as  the 
United  States  Government  is  concerned. 

I  desire  publicly  to  express  my  appre¬ 
ciation  of  what  the  subcommittee  has 
accomplished.  The  hearings  on  the  bill 
were  started  during  the  last  session  of 
the  Congress,  and  were  not  completed 
until  the  present  session. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  very  much,  and  I 
wish  to  express  my  indebtedness  to  the 
able  and  genial  Senator  from  Florida, 
who  assisted  and  guided  me  in  the  delib¬ 
erations  of  the  subcommittee,  and  to  the 
other  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
and,  indeed,  to  the  members  of  the  full 
committee,  which  considered  the  bill. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  California,  and  I 
wish  to  compliment  him  for  the  fine 
work  he  has  done  on  the  bill  now  pend¬ 
ing,  and  for  the  splendid  presentation 
which  he  has  made. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  concerned  about 
a  few  items  in  the  bill.  I  should  first 
like  to  ask  what  rate  of  interest  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  be  required  to  pay  on  the 
deferred  payments. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  left  to  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  negotiating 
agency,  and  to  that  extent  the  bill  is 
silent. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  In  other  words,  there 
is  no  limitation  beyond  the  lawful  limit 
on  interest  which  may  be  paid  in  any 
given  State? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  A  couple  of  other 
items  have  somewhat  disturbed  me.  On 
page  13  of  the  bill,  section  204  states 
that  the  Postmaster  General  may  enter 
into  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of 
taxes,  with  the  provision  that  they  may 
be  raised  or  decreased,  as  the  case  may 
be,  from  year  to  year. 

Then  on  page  11,  subsection  (h)  of 
section  202,  states: 

With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  prop¬ 
erty  acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  State 
and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

A  moment  ago  the  Senator  stated  that 
the  property  would  be  subject  to  taxes 
until  the  expiration  of  the  contract.  So 
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I  was  wondering  if  the  committee  had 
in  mind  that  sometime  between  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  contract  and  its  termina¬ 
tion,  the  Government  would  be  relieved 
of  some  portion  of  the  taxes. 

I  may  say  to  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  that  in  the  State  of  Wyoming, 
when  State  property  is  sold,  such  as 
school,  and  university  lands,  the  pur¬ 
chaser  is  required  to  pay  taxes  on  the 
interest  which  he  has  in  that  particular 
property.  So  the  reverse  ought  to  be 
true  in  the  bill  now  under  consideration. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  establish¬ 
ing  by  this  bill  a  different  policy  with 
regard  to  taxes  on  buildings  acquired 
under  this  bill  and  Government  con¬ 
structed  properties  of  similar  character. 

I  was  wondering  if  the  committee  gave 
any  consideration  to  the  possibility  of 
the  Government’s  paying  taxes  on  that 
interest  in  the  building  represented  by 
that  portion  of  the  indebtedness  which 
is  unpaid,  or  in  the  alternative  acquiring 
title  sometime  during  the  lease-purchase 
agreement,  and  giving  a  mortgage  back. 
I  am  not  sure  that  is  possible  but  that 
is  the  ordinary  way  in  which  transac¬ 
tions  of  this  type  are  handled. 

In  any  event,  it  seems  to  me  that 
there  is  a  wide  discrepancy  between  a 
post  office  building  in  a  given  city  where 
the  Government  will  pay  taxes  even 
though  indirectly  for  10  to  25  years,  and 
a  post  office  building  in  another  com¬ 
munity  where  considerably  more  money 
has  been  invested  in  a  post  office  and 
no  taxes  at  all  are  being  paid. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  has  raised 
a  highly  interesting  problem,  which  was 
discussed  in  the  committee  informally. 
It  is  true  that  where  the  Government 
commences  payments  to  the  lessor  under 
a  lease-purchase  agreement,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  acquires,  payment  by  payment, 
an  increasing  moiety  in  the  equitable 
ownership  of  the  property,  which  I  know 
is  taken  into  consideration  in  some 
States  in  determining  the  taxes  on  the 
remaining  equitable  interest,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  different  States  handle  that  in  dif¬ 
ferent  ways. 

But  I  think  the  Senator  will  agree  that 
the  Congress  could  provide,  as  is  at¬ 
tempted  to  be  provided  on  page  11,  in 
line  12,  that  these  properties  shall  be 
subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until 
title — and  by  that  I  mean  title  in  fee — 
vests  in  the  Government.  It  is  true,  and 
I  think  the  Senator  is  completely  cor¬ 
rect,  that  that  will  mean  the  rental  pay¬ 
ments  the  Government  makes  will  be 
inclusive  of  the  ad  valorem  taxes  that 
finally  are  passed  on  by  the  lessor;  but 
I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  that  with 
respect  to  the  provisions  on  page  13,  in 
line  7,  to  which  he  referred,  I  contend 
that  actually  they  are  mere  surplusage, 
and  that  if  the  Senator,  able  lawyer  that 
he  is,  were  negotiating  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  when  representing  a  lessor,  he 
would  include,  I  am  sure,  a  provision  to 
the  effect  that  if  the  ad  valorem  taxes 
of  the  city  in  question  were  raised,  he 
would  have  a  right  on  behalf  of  his 
client,  to  pass  on  those  ad  valorem  tax 
increases  and  to  make  the  Government 
pay  them. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  California. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr,  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Schoeppel  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  First,  I  wish  to  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  to  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  who  has  reported 
the  bill,  and  also  to  the  Public  Works 
Committee  which  considered  it.  I  think 
it  represents  an  important  step  toward 
a  lease-purchase  building  program 
which  the  Government  should  under¬ 
take. 

As  a  former  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Kansas,  I  had  some  experience  along 
this  line  when  the  State  undertook  to 
acquire  some  buildings,  by  means  of  a 
lease-purchase  arrangement;  and  I 
know  such  a  program  can  be  carried  out, 
and  that  it  can  be  carried  out  at  a  con¬ 
siderable  saving  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  Government  now  spends 
vast  sums  of  money  in  rentals,  so  why 
not  have  the  Government  use  for  the 
purchase  of  buildings  it  Will  own  some 
of  the  money  which  otherwise  it  would 
have  to  pay  in  the  form  of  rental? 

I  wish  to  address  myself  to  title  II, 
dealing  with  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment — an  agency  with  which  I  am 
somewhat  familiar.  It  seems  that  in  its 
zeal  to  protect  the  Government  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  gone  so  far  as  practically  to 
nullify  the  effect  of  the  bill  with  respect 
to  the  Post  Office  Department. 

I  heard  the  colloquy  between  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and 
the  junior  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case]  in  regard  to  the  text  of  the 
bill  beginning  in  line  18,  on  page  12,  and 
continuing  through  line  3,  on  page  13. 
If  I  read  that  text  correctly,  it  would 
make  it  impossible  for  the  Post  Office 
Department,  under  a  lease-purchase 
p\an,  to  erect  a  building  on  land  the 
Federal  Government  already  owns. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  To  what  point  of  the 
bill  is  the  Senator  from  Kansas  refer¬ 
ring? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Page  12,  line  18. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  say,  by  way  of 
explanation,  that  tlje  entire  section  to 
which  the  Senator  from  Kansas  refers — 
it  begins  on  page  11,  on  line  16 — is  sepa¬ 
rate  and  apart  from  the  lease-purchase 
authority  conferred  by  the  bill,  and  is 
concerned  entirely  with  the  expanded 
authority  on  the  part  of  the  Postmaster 
General  to  enter  into  simple  leases. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Then  let  me  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  California  if 
he  means  that  the  section  to  which  he 
has  just  referred — section  203 — has 
nothing  to  do  with  lease-purchase? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from 
Kansas  is  entirely  correct. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Then  that  clarifies 
that  situation  somewhat. 

Now  let  us  consider  the  language  on 
page  10,  beginning  in  line  4,  and  ex¬ 
tending  through  line  12.  I  assume  it 
does  deal  with  lease-purchase. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  It  states  very  specifi¬ 
cally: 
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(d)  The  authority  conferred  on  the  Post¬ 
master  General  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
of  this  section  to  enter  into  lease-purchase 
agreements  with  respect  to  property  owned 
by  the  Government  on  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  act,  is  hereby  restricted  to  ex¬ 
clude  from  such  authority  any  site  which 
has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law,  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  act,  on  which  there 
has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be  used 
for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  presently 
being  used  for  such  purposes. 

If  I  correctly  understand  that  section, 
it  means  that  any  property  the  Federal 
Government  owns,  with  or  without 
buildings — — 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No;  with  buildings, 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  With  buildings. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  With  buildings? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  In  other  words,  if  the 
Federal  Government  has  on  a  piece  of 
land  a  building  which  is  not  in  keeping 
with  the  needs  of  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  the  Postmaster  General  will 
not  be  able  to  touch  either  the  land  or 
the  building;  but  he  could  purchase  a 
new  tract  of  land  and  erect  a  building 
upon  it.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  It  seems  to  me  that  is 
a  provision  which  should  receive  some 
thought,  because  I  do  not  think  such  an 
arrangement  would  be  entirely  justified. 
There  might  be  occasions  when  it  would 
be  justified;  but  if  such  a  provision  is  to 
be  included  in  the  bill,  certainly  the  Post¬ 
master  General  should  be  authorized  to 
use  old  property,  including  the  post  of¬ 
fice  buildings  on  it,  in  a  way  that  would 
be  in  keeping  with  the  needs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  and  the  needs  of  the  city.  I 
think  some  problems  are  presented  by 
this  provision. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  I  recall  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  provision  in  the  commit¬ 
tee,  it  was  to  the  effect  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  desire  to  grant  completely 
unrestricted  authority  to  any  govern¬ 
mental  agency,  and  did  not  wish  to  per¬ 
mit  the  several  thousand  post  office 
buildings  now  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  used  by  the  Government  to  be 
utilized  in  connection  with  a  lease-pur¬ 
chase  arrangement  or  contract. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  position,  and  I  think  there  is 
much  merit  to  it.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
appears  to  me  the  bill  would  restrict  and 
limit  the  powers  of  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  to  such  an  extent  that  the  bill  itself 
would  not  accomplish  what  it  is  contem¬ 
plated  it  should  accomplish.  After  all, 
in  section  202  the  bill  provides  some 
limitations;  on  page  8  there  are  several 
requirements  which  must  be  met  before 
the  Postmaster  General  can  submit  a 
building  program. 

Furthermore,  the  bill,  as  drawn,  pro¬ 
vides  that  any  proposed  lease-purchase 
agreement  calling  for  the  expenditure  of 
more  than  $20,000  a  year  must  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Public  Works  Committee 
of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress.  That  is 
another  provision  which  I  think  will 
have  a  retarding  effect  in  getting  con¬ 
struction  underway,  for  the  simple  rea¬ 
son  that  I  trust  Congress  will  not  be  in 
session  12  months  a  year.  So  I  believe 
amendments  should  be  offered  to  ease 
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the  application  of  some  of  these  pro¬ 
visions. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  California 
for  his  kindness. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  and  Mr.  DIRKSEN  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  California  yield;  and  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  who  is  a  member  of 
the  committee,  and  who  greatly  assisted 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee.  I 
think  he  was  in  large  part  responsible 
for  the  provision  to  which  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son]  has  alluded. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  retrace  a  little  of  the  ground  which 
has  been  covered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kansas.  The  portion  of 
section  203  which  deals  with  straight 
lease  arrangements  is  found  in  subpara¬ 
graph  (B)  of  paragraph  (2)  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a).  The  particular  language  to 
which  the  Senator  from  Kansas  refers 
begins  in  line  18,  with  the  word  “Pro¬ 
vided.”  I  believe  that  was  the  first  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  to  which  the  Senator 
addressed  his  question.  The  language  is 
as  follows: 

Provided,  That  the  Postmaster  General 
shall  not,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
dispose  of  (1)  any  Government-owned  prop¬ 
erty,  or  interests  therein,  acquired  pursuant 
to  section  101  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act 
of  1949  (63  Stat.  176)  or  (2)  any  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  property,  or  interests  therein, 
which  has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law, 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  act,  on  which 
there  has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be 
used  for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  pres¬ 
ently  being  used  for  such  purposes. 

In  that  proviso  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  is  prohibited  from  disposing  of  real 
property  in  two  classifications;  first, 
properties  which  have  been  acquired  un¬ 
der  the  1949  program,  of  which  there  are 
approximately  340;  and  second,  prop¬ 
erties  on  which  post  offices  have  been 
erected,  and  are  being  used  as  post  of¬ 
fices,  which  include  about  3,100  prop¬ 
erties,  as  the  committee  was  advised. 
Under  this  provision  the  Postmaster 
General,  as  such,  is  prohibited  from  en¬ 
tering  into  straight  lease  agreements 
with  respect  to  those  two  classes  of  prop¬ 
erty.  In  other  words,  he  cannot  cause 
to  be  built  on  those  two  classes  of  prop¬ 
erty  buildings  which  he  leases,  title  to 
which  will  not  come  back  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  think  that  is  quite  clear. 

Now  if  the  Senator  will  turn  to  the 
provision  in  section  202  which  is  the 
one  dealing  with  lease-purchase,  partic¬ 
ularly  subsection  (d)  of  section  202,  he 
will  find  the  other  provision  to  which  he 
referred.  It  reads: 

(d)  The  authority  conferred  on  the  Post¬ 
master  General  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
of  this  section  to  enter  into  lease-purchase 
agreements  with  respect  to  property  owned 
by  the  Government  on  the  date  of  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  act,  is  hereby  restricted  to 
exclude  from  such  authority  any  site  which 
has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law,  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  act,  on  which  there 
has  been  constructed  a  buUding  to  be  used 
for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  presently 
being  used  for  such  purposes. 

That  means  that  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  is  excluded  from  the  authority  to 


enter  into  a  lease-purchase  arrangement 
with  respect  to  a  post  office  building 
now  in  existence  on  Government  prop¬ 
erty.  A  familiar  example  would  be 
county-seat  post  office  buildings  through¬ 
out  the  Nation. 

The  Senator  will  note,  however,  that 
there  is  in  subsection  (g)  of  section  411, 
under  title  I,  a  provision  which  relates 
to  the  General  Services  Administration, 
and  which  would  still  allow  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  avail  himself  of  the 
services  of  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  in  cases  in  which  he  is  unable 
to  proceed  because  of  the  prohibitions 
which  I  have  just  mentioned. 

As  I  understand,  it  would  still  be  within 
the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General 
to  follow  the  course  which  is  laid  down 
in  subsection  (g)  by  bringing  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  into  the 
picture.  The  committee’s  reason  for 
permitting  that  arrangement  to  con¬ 
tinue — by  the  way,  the  arrangement  em¬ 
bodies  the  exchange  of  real  property,  as 
the  Senator  will  see  by  going  back  and 
reading  the  whole  of  section  411 — is  that 
the  Post  Office  Department  has  been 
regarded  as  quite  a  political  department. 
Frequently  it  has  been  headed  by  the 
person  who  has  managed  the  campaign 
of  the  successful  candidate  for  President. 
It  is  subject  to  peculiar  political  influ¬ 
ences,  because  of  the  fact  that  post¬ 
masters  are  appointed  as  they  are,  and 
the  fact  that  so  many  of  the  employee 
vacancies,  even  in  the  civil  service,  are 
filled  as  they  are. 

The  experience  of  the  committee  with 
the  General  Services  Administration  has 
been  very  satisfactory.  It  has  not  been 
subject  to  some  of  the  possible  influences 
which  I  have  just  mentioned  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  Post  Office  Department.  So 
the  provisions  which  permits  of  exchange 
of  the  mentioned  Post  Office  properties 
is  left  in  the  bill,  but  is  made  applicable 
only  through  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

Let  me  say  before  I  resume  my  seat 
that  I  very  greatly  appreciate  the  kind 
comments  made  concerning  my  limited 
services  in  connection  with  this  bill,  both 
by  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  full  committee.  It  has 
been  a  pleasure  to  work  with  them  and 
with  all  other  members  of  the  committee. 

I  hope  this  bill  will  be  enacted,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  long  absence  of  a  building 
program,  because  of  the  fact  that  it  is 
quite  clear  that  there  will  not  be  a  build¬ 
ing  program  in  the  near  future,  because 
of  the  unsatisfactory  condition  of  hous¬ 
ing  with  respect  to  post  offices  through¬ 
out  the  land  and  with-respect  to  many 
other  branches  of  the  Government,  and 
because  of  the  fact  that  some  areas  of 
the  Nation  have  grown  very  rapidly,  and 
have  not  had  the  benefit  of  any  public 
building  construction  during  the  period 
of  their  rapid  growth.  I  think  it  is  high¬ 
ly  necessary  that  the  bill  be  passed  so 
that  we  may  avail  ourselves  of  the  pri¬ 
vate  capital  which  is  available,  and  of 
the  carefully  drawn  provisions  of  the 
bill  as  it  now  stands,  which  I  believe  will 
result  in  our  obtaining  a  great  many 
new  office  buildings,  post  office  buildings, 
and  the  like,  which  will  make  possible  a 
much  more  effective  public  service. 
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Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I,  too,  would  like 
to  compliment  the  junior  Senator  from 
California  for  doing  a  fine  job.  I  know 
he  has  worked  very  diligently  on  the 
bill.  I  have  had  previous  discussions 
with  him,  but  for  the  sake  of  the  record, 
I  am  very  anxious,  as  is  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case], 
with  respect  to  his  State,  to  clear  up  a 
situation  which  exists  in  my  home  city, 
in  my  home  State. 

Will  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  be  able  to  allow  a  building  to  be  con¬ 
structed  on  land  which  already  belongs 
to  the  Government?  I  ask  the  question 
because  in  the  city  of  Albuquerque, 
which  has  grown  very  rapidly  in  the  past 
few  years,  and  where  Government  activi¬ 
ties  have  increased  very  substantially, 
the  Government  owns  a  very  fine  piece 
of  property.  It  is  located  across  the 
street  from  the  present  Federal  build¬ 
ing.  This  piece  of  property  is  142  by  250 
feet.  The  Government  paid  approxi¬ 
mately  $200,000  for  it,  and  it  probably  is 
worth  considerably  more  than  that  to¬ 
day. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  interest  in 
the  question  whether  this  particular 
piece  of  ground  is  to  be  traded  off.  The 
Government  acquired  by  condemnation 
the  comer  belonging  to  the  YWCA,  at  a 
price  of  $67,000.  If  the  YWCA  could 
have  hung  on  to  it  a  few  years,  it  could 
have  obtained  $200,000  for  it  easily  to¬ 
day.  It  is  felt  that  if  the  Government  is 
to  trade  it  off,  it  should  trade  it  back 
to  the  YWCA,  since  the  property  was 
taken  by  condemnation  for  Government 
purposes,  and  it  is  felt  that  it  should 
not  be  used  for  anything  else. 

This  case  is  cited  merely  to  give  the 
Senator  a  little  background.  Federal  of¬ 
fice  facilities  in  Albuquerque  are  now  in¬ 
adequate.  The  Government  is  now 
renting  200,000  square  feet  of  space. 
Long-range  plans  of  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  call  for  a  building 
with  space  of  150,000  square  feet.  On 
the  land  now  owned,  that  would  require 
about  a  five-story  building.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  not  erected  a  post  office 
building  on  the  land.  There  are  a  few 
small  buildings  left  scattered  over  the 
area,  but  nearly  all  of  it  has  been 
cleared. 

Is  it  the  opinion  of  the  Senator  in 
charge  of  the  bill  that  the  Government 
would  be  able  to  use  the  land  and  offer 
a  lease  arrangement  to  a  builder  for  the 
construction  of  a  5-,  6-,  or  7-story  Fed¬ 
eral  building,  which  the  Government 
could  lease  and  eventually  purchase  in 
that  fashion  under  the  terms  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  say  to  my  good 
friend  from  New  Mexico  that  he  need 
have  absolutely  no  fear  with  respect  to 
the  specific  authority  being  available 
under  the  bill  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  to  utilize  such  a  piece  of 
property  in  a  city  in  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  for  a  lease -purchase  transaction 
under  which  a  modern  Federal  office 
building  could  be  provided  in  that  com¬ 
munity. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  very  much.  I  should  like  to  ask  him 
one  other  question.  Would  the  $20,000 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


4599 


19  5  If 

limitation  on  page  4,  line  12,  of  the  bill 
restrict  in  any  way  the  size  of  the  build¬ 
ing  that  might  be  erected? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  It  would  restrict 
permission  for  it,  but  it  would  not  re¬ 
strict  the  size  of  the  building.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct.  I  will 
say  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
that  it  was  the  committee's  judgment 
that  the  two  Public  Works  Committees 
should  come  into  agreement,  again  using 
the  language  of  the  bill,  only  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  those  proposed  lease-purchase 
contracts  which  would  be  of  a  large 
economic  size;  and  the  $20,000  figure 
was  accepted  by  the  committee  as  the 
cutoff  figure  between  what  could  be  ac¬ 
complished  without  coming  into  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  committees  and  what 
could  not  be  accomplished  without  such 
agreement. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  In  other  words,  it 
is  a  restriction  on  the  size  of  the  agree¬ 
ment,  but  not  on  the  size  of  the  build¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  KUCHgL.  The  Senator  is  exactly 
right. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  At  page  37  in  the 
report  entitled,  “Public  Building  Con¬ 
struction  Projects  Outside  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,”  which  is  a  letter  from  the 
General  Services  Administrator  and  the 
Postmaster  General,  issued  as  House 
Document  224  in  1951,  there  is  contained 
a  list  of  buildings  in  New  Mexico. 

It  shows  at  Albuquerque  a  post  office 
at  $3  million,  and  a  Federal  office  build¬ 
ing  at  $7,400,000.  It  is  entirely  possible 
that  the  location  now  available  is  not 
extremely  desirable  for  the  post  office 
addition,  and  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  might  want  under  a  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreement  to  put  the  additional 
plant  somewhere  else  where  it  does  not 
own  real  estate.  .„■ 

However,  it  is  my  understanding  that 
if  it  wants  to  put  the  Federal  office  build¬ 
ing  on  the  property  which  it  does  own, 
it  may  proceed  to  do  so  if  it  prepares 
plans  and  negotiates  contracts  and  sub¬ 
mits  them  to  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  very  much.  The  people  of  my  com¬ 
munity  have  been  anxious  to  know 
whether  they  have  to  trade  off  this  piece 
of  ground,  which  is  in  the  very  heart  of 
the  city,  and  pick  out  isolated  tracts  in 
other  parts  of  the  city,  because  the  man 
who  owns  the  outlying  property  might 
be  willing  to  put  up  a  building,  or  wheth¬ 
er  they  could  use  this  valuable  piece  of 
property,  condemned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
condemned.  If  that  can  be  done  under 
the  bill,  as  the  Senator  from  California 
assures  me  it  can,  then  I  believe  he  has 
done  our  community  a  great  service  by 
bringing  forward  this  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  believe  there  we  have  the  fundamental 
reason  why  this  type  of  bill,  in  the  form 
in  which  the  committee  finally  approved 
it,  ought  to  be  adopted,  because  it  would 
give  to  communities  of  the  State  which 
in  part  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  so  ably  represents,  and  in  the 


State  from  which  I  come,  as  well  as  in 
all  other  States,  an  opportunity  to  have 
buildings  erected  in  accordance  with  the 
same  type  of  transaction  the  Senator 
used  as  a  young  man  when,  perhaps,  he 
contracted  for  the  building  of  his  first 
home,  on  time  payments. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS,  Mr.  CASE,  Mr.  DIRK- 
SEN,  and  Mr.  KNOWLAND  addressed 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  apologize  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois.  I  should  like  to  yield 
to  him  next. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  may  say  that  pres¬ 
ently  I  intend  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
the  section  which  requires  that  there  be 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  two  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  Congress.  I 
shall  submit  the  amendment  later,  and  I 
may  say  in  all  kindliness  that  I  believe 
that  section  to  be  an  invasion  of  an 
administrative  function.  It  constitutes 
the  reason  why  a  similar  bill  was  vetoed 
in  1952. 

Therefore,  I  shall  not  labor  the  point 
with  my  good  friend  at  the  moment,  ex¬ 
cept  to  salute  him  and  to  say  that  the 
bill  is  actually  a  consummation  of  3  or 
4  years’  effort  in  this  field.  I  earnestly 
hope  that  the  bill  may  be  engrossed  on 
the  statute  books,  but  I  would  not  want 
to  be  a  party  to  the  effort  of  sending  it 
to  the  White  House  if  I  had  the  reserva¬ 
tion  that  perhaps  the  President  might 
veto  it.  I  may  say  in  all  good  con¬ 
science,  having  examined  the  ministe¬ 
rial  functions  of  the  committees  of  Con¬ 
gress,  that  if  I  were  in  the  White  House, 
with  the  regard  I  have  for  the  doctrine 
of  the  separation  of  powers  under  the 
Constitution,  I  would  veto  the  bill. 

So  I  think  I  should  say  in  all  kindli¬ 
ness  and  conviction  that  I  shall  offer  the 
amendment  for  the  consideration  of  the 
fSenate. 

|  Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
I  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
on  my  own  time. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  shall  reserve  my 
comments  on  the  amendment  which  the 
able  Senator  from  Illinois  wishes  to  offer 
until  he  offers  it,  because  I  feel  rather 
strongly  on  that  subject. 

When  I  had  the  honor  to  be  the  comp¬ 
troller  in  the  government  of  my  State  I 
participated  in  lawsuits  which  revolved 
around  the  same  subject.  I  shall  make 
my  comments  when  my  able  friend  from 
Illinois  offers  his  amendment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  attention  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen].  He  mentioned  a  very 
important  section  of  the  bill.  It  is  one 
of  the  major  safeguards  in  the  bill  in 
connection  with  the  new  policy.  It  is 
similar  to  the  safeguard  which  is  being 
used  every  day.  Millions  of  dollars  are 
being  spent  by  the  military  services  un¬ 
der  this  same  system.  Certainly  it  is 
not  an  innovation  or  any  invasion  of  the 
prerogatives  of  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment.  Without  such  a  safeguard  in  the 
bill  I  could  not  support  it.  I  believe  the 


fact  that  such  a  provision  was  in  the 
bill  was  a  major  part  of  the  consideration 
which  resulted  in  the  bill  being  reported 
by  the  committee.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  sentiments  and  his  right  in  the 
premises,  but,  in  many  respects,  that 
provision  is  the  heart  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  for  an 
observation? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  fact  is  that  the 
Chief  Executive  has  constantly  and  con¬ 
sistently  resisted  this  kind  of  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  executive  power.  It  did  get 
into  a  military  construction  bill  under 
circumstances — and  I  am  drawing  en¬ 
tirely  on  memory — because  of  which  it 
was  extremely  difficult  indeed  for  the 
President  to  do  other  than  to  sign  the 
bill.  However,  wherever  the  issue  has 
been  clear  cut,  I  believe  the  Chief  Execu¬ 
tive  has  always  manifested  his  right  to 
reject  it.  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that 
under  the  language  that  is  contained  in 
the  bill  agreement  is  required  by  the 
Public  Works  Committees  of  Congress. 
What  is  involved  is  a  ministerial  func¬ 
tion;  it  does  not  pertain  to  the  power 
of  the  purse,  and  yet  there  is  a  delegation 
by  the  Senate  and  the  House  to  two  com¬ 
mittees  of  power  to  take  part  in  the 
agreement  before  a  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tract  can  be  made  valid.  It  goes  further 
than  any  proposal  which  has  ever  come 
to  my  attention  in  the  Senate  or  in  the 
House.  For  one  thing,  we  must  assume 
responsibility  for  it.  But  it  does  place 
in  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  a  veto  power 
which,  under  our  political  system,  could 
make  a  complete  nullity  of  the  whole 
program. 

As  a  Member  of  this  body,  I  am  not 
yet  willing  to  delegate  that  kind  of  power 
to  any  committee,  even  though  I  may 
be  a  member  of  it.  I  understand  the 
circumstances  by  which  it  got  into  the 
military  construction  bill  and  why  it  is 
a  clear  issue.  I  should  like  to  ask  my 
friend  from  California  this  question: 
Has  not  the  Attorney  General  sent  a 
letter  to  the  committee  with  respect  to 
this  provision? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  answer  to  that 
question,  I  may  say  to  my  friend  from 
Illinois  that  during  the  hearings  by  the 
subcommittee  last  January  21  it  was 
suggested  to  the  attorney  for  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  that  the 
views  of  the  Attorney  General  upon  the 
exact  subject  to  which  the  Senator  now 
alludes  be  obtained  and  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record.  It  was  not  until  a  matter 
of  hours  ago  that  it  was  brought  to  my 
attention  by  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States,  acting  through  one  of  his 
assistants,  had  indicated  a  doubt  as  to 
the  constitutionality  of  that  provision 
of  the  bill.  I  say,  frankly,  that  that  is 
the  factual  situation. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
revert  to  the  matter  which  we  were 
earlier  discussing  with  respect  to  the  use 
of  existing  post  office  property  in  the 
development  of  lease-purchase  contracts. 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator  re¬ 
fer  to  unimproved  property? 

Mr.  CASE.  No;  I  refer  to  improved 
property. 

Earlier  the  Senator  gave  an  affirma¬ 
tive  response  to  my  question.  I  am  sure 
there  are  scores  of  other  instances  of 
towns  or  cities  having  outgrown  their 
existing  postal  facilities  where  it  would 
be  obviously  to  the  advantage  of  the 
Government  to  utilize  the  existing  prop¬ 
erty.  I  think  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  gave  an  affirmative  answer  by 
saying  he  thought  the  bill  did  permit 
that.  The  Senator  from  Florida  has 
pointed  out  the  provision  on  page  5  of 
the  bill,  which  states  that  when  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  exercise  the  authority  vested 
in  him  to  acquire  property  for  postal 
purposes,  or  to  provide  space  for  postal 
purposes  in  buildings  acquired  for  other 
purposes. 

To  make  is  specific,  would  the  Senator 
from  California  join  in  what  I  under¬ 
stood  to  be  a  correct  statement  by  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  that  through  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  exist¬ 
ing  postal  property  may  be  used  in  con¬ 
nection  with  an  exchange  or  as  a  proper 
payment  under  an  existing  contract? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  My  answer  would  be, 
Yes.  We  are  speaking,  now,  about  a 
post  office  building  actually  in  operation 
today  which  the  Senator  would  desire  to 
use  in  a  lease-purchase  contract  for  a 
new  post  office  building.  The  Senator  is 
correct  in  saying  that  that  lease-pur¬ 
chase  transaction  could  be  effected 
through  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration,  but  not  by  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  probably  was  the  phi¬ 
losophy  of  the  committee  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  is  more 
in  the  real  estate  business  than  is  the 
Post  Office  Department,  inasmuch  as 
he  is  the  person  who  disposes  of  real 
estate  which  has  been  declared  to  be 
excess  so  far  as  the  needs  of  the  military 
services  or  of  other  branches  of  the 
Government  are  concerned.  He  is  the 
real  estate  transactions  man,  so  to 
speak,  of  the  Government  today. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  that  was  one 
of  the  motivating  reasons  for  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  action. 

Mr.  CASE.  Let  me  say  that  the  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  law  relating  to  real  estate 
and  military  construction  ha»  been 
operating  quite  satisfactorily,  so  far  as 
I  know.  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  ini¬ 
tiating  it.  I  merely  inherited  it  on  the 
Armed  Services  Committee. 

But  the  cold,  hard  fact  is  that  real 
estate  requests  have  been  pared  down  as 
a  result  of  the  suggestion  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  the  fact  is  that  construction 
programs  have  been  revised.  It  is  also 
a  fact  that  when  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  under  the  Eisenhower  administra¬ 
tion,  took  a  new  look  at  the  military  con¬ 
struction  program,  he  worked  with  the 
Armed  Services  subcommittee  dealing 
with  this  subject,  and  we  were  able  to 
save  several  million  dollars. 

I  hope  that  whatever  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  in  mind  in  the  nature  of  an 
amendment  will  not  destroy  the  intent 


of  the  committee  in  reporting  this  bill 
with  this  amendment.  The  record 
clearly  shows  that  the  operation  of  a 
similar  provision  in  connection  with  mil¬ 
itary  construction  has  saved  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  real  estate  and  the  taking  of 
real  estate  from  private  owners,  such  as 
homesteads  which  the  owners  did  not 
want  to  give  up.  It  has  prevented  some 
military  installations  from  being  exces¬ 
sive  in  cost,  and  in  a  few  instances  it  has 
actually  resulted  in  a  review  of  requests 
for  military  installations,  notably  one 
in  French  Morocco,  which  the  Defense 
Department  said  was  not  needed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  the  Senator  has 
made  a  very  good  argument. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Did  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  from  the  statement  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  that  the  Post  Office 
Department  could,  by  transferring  a 
presently  owned  post  office  property  to 
the  General  Services  Administration, 
trade  it  in  in  negotiations  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  post  office  at  another  site? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes.  As  the  bill 
came  from  the  House  there  was  no  re¬ 
striction  with  respect  to  any  type  of 
property.  The  committee  added  a  num¬ 
ber  of  restrictions.  In  this  instance  it 
added  the  restriction  that  the  Post  Office 
Department  itself — and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  will  recall  this,  because  I  think 
he  was  the  sponsor  of  it — should  not 
utilize  existing  post  office  construction  in 
lease-purchase  contracts. 

It  did  nothing,  of  course,  to  touch  the 
right  of  the  Post  Office  Department  to 
enter  into  lease-purchase  contracts  on 
the  many,  many  unimproved  sites  which 
it  now  owns,  which,  presumably,  were 
originally  purchased  in  order  some  day 
to  erect  a  new  post  office  building 
thereon. 

What  the  Senator  from  Florida  said 
a  moment  ago  is  correct,  that  there  is 
no  such  restriction  with  respect  to  the 
General  Services  Administration.  So 
the  Post  Office  Department,  under  this 
bill,  would  have  the  right  to  ask  the 
General  Services  Administration  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  post  office  in  City  A  and 
enter  into  a  lease-purchase  contract  to 
build  a  new  one. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  fur¬ 
ther? 

Mi-.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mi*.  WILLIAMS.  With  reference  to 
the  situation  pointed  out  a  moment  ago 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  regarding  property  which  the 
Post  Office  Department  owns  in  Albu¬ 
querque  at  the  present  time - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  General  Services 
Administration  ? 

Mi-.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  know  which 
agency  it  is.  But  if  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  owned  it,  what  would  prohibit 
the  Post  Office  Department  from  taking 
this  property,  transferring  it  to  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration,  and  then 
entering  into  an  agreement  to  construct 
a  building  in  another  part  of  the  city, 
and  use  the  property,  which  they  now 
own,  and  which  would  be  transferred 
to  the  General  Services  Administration, 
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as  part  payment  for  the  new  property? 

Mi-.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  see  if  I  under¬ 
stand  the  situation  correctly.  First,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  raised  a  ques¬ 
tion  pertaining  to  a  piece  of  property 
owned  by  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  which  I  answered,  in  behalf 
of  the  committee,  by  saying  that  it  was 
exactly  the  type  of  lease-purchase  trans¬ 
action  the  committee  and  the  bill  in¬ 
tended  to  permit. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  raises 
another  question.  Will  the  Senator  re- 
state  it4* 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Would  it  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  take  the  property  which  they 
now  own  in  Albuquerque  in  exchange 
for  property  in  another  area  of  the  city, 
and  to  use  the  presently  owned  property 
as  partial  payment  under  the  contract? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  should  like  to 
hear  the  answer  to  that  question,  be¬ 
cause  I  wonder  if  that  building  could  be 
traded  without  someone  knowing  about 
it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  If  they  can  trade  a 
piece  of  property  which  has  a  building 
on  it,  what  is  to  stop  them  from  trading 
the  building  before  they  erect  a  build¬ 
ing? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Will  the  Senator  ask 
his  question  again? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  If,  as  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has  just  pointed  out, 
they  can  trade  without  restriction  a 
property,  which  has  a  building  on  it,  or, 
as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
pointed  out,  a  piece  of  property  on  which 
there  is  no  construction,  but  is  simply 
a  vacant  lot,  what  is  to  prevent  them 
from  turning  the  property  over  to  the 
General  Services  Administration,  to  be 
used  as  a  down  payment  in  the  negotia¬ 
tion  for  a  building  to  be  constructed  in 
another  section  of  the  city? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  another  city? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  in  another  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  same  city. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  anything  to  prevent  that. 

Again,  I  say  that  when  the  bill  came 
from  the  House,  there  was  no  restriction 
of  any  kind  or  character  contained  in 
it  with  respect  to  any  property  presently 
owned  by  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  or  the  Post  Office  Department, 
improved  or  unimproved. 

The  committee,  however,  with  respect 
to  the  Post  Office  Department,  wrote  in 
a  restriction  providing  that  a  lease- 
purchase  transaction  could  not  be  en¬ 
tered  into  with  respect  to  property  on 
which  there  was  now  located  a  post  office 
which  was  being  used  as  such. 

The  committee  did  nothing,  however, 
with  respect  to  the  overall  right  of  the 
General  Services  Administration,  on  the 
request  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  as 
the  language  at  the  bottom  of  page  5 
provides,  to  carry  out,,  in  its  discretion, 
such  request  as  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  or  Postmaster  General  might  make 
of  it. 

I  observe  the  Senator  from  Florida  on 
his  feet.  I  think  he  was  mainly  respon¬ 
sible  for  this  recommendation  in  the 
committee.  I  will  ask  him  whether  I 
have  made  a  fair  statement  of  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  and  whether  he 
desires  to  comment  further  on  it. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  California.  I 
think  he  has  made  a  fair  statement  of 
the  situation. 

In  commenting  further,  I  wish  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  to  two  provisions  in 
the  bill,  which  I  believe  have  not  been 
mentioned  in  the  debate  so  far.  But 
they,  appear  in  the  bill  by  the  suggestion 
of  the  General  Services  Administration 
itself,  as  applicable  to  itself.  The  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  first  provision  appears  on 
page  5,  lines  13  to  21,  inclusive,  as  follows-! 

That  the  Government  real  property  to  be 
exchanged  may  be  credited  in  whole  or  in 
part  to  the  purchase  price  of  the  property 
for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that  where 
the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of 
the  purchase  price,  the  amount  of  the  re¬ 
maining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided  in 
section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
Property  Act  of  1953,  be  covered  into  the 
miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States. 

That  makes  it  very  undesirable,  of 
course,  from  the  factual  standpoint,  for 
anyone  to  trade  highly  desirable  and  val¬ 
uable  property,  which  has  enhanced 
greatly  in  value  since  its  purchase,  such 
as  the  property  mentioned  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico.  The  committee 
thought  this  language  would  practically 
exclude  any  such  possibility. 

There  was  no  such  provision  as  that  in 
title  II  applicable  to  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  and  the  committee  suggested 
the  inclusion  of  the  same  sort  of  pro¬ 
vision,  and  it  is  found  on  page  13,  lines 
19  to  24,  inclusive,  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  any  amount  received  by  the 
Postmaster  General  from  the  sale  of  such 
property,  under  authority  of  this  title,  which 
exceeds  the  amount  paid  therefor  from  the 
appropriations  for  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury 
as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

The  committee  felt  that  these  two  pro¬ 
visions  would  pretty  largely  exclude  the 
possibility  of  doing  that  which  has  been 
suggested  by  the  distinguished  Senators. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  appreciate  the  ex¬ 
planation  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida.  The  committee 
may  have  considered  the  point  regard¬ 
ing  the  Post  Office  Department,  but  I 
point  out — and  I  think  I  am  correct  in 
this  statement — that  if  the  Post  Office 
Department  wished  to  bypass  this  pro¬ 
vision,  all  that  would  be  necessary  to  be 
done  would  be  to  turn  the  property  over 
to  the  General  Services  Administration, 
to  negotiate  in  the  name  of  the  General 
Services  Administration,  and  any  prop¬ 
erty  owned  by  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  could  be  traded  off. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  California  yield 
for  a  unanimous-consent  request,  which 
certainly  should  not  take  more  than  a 
minute? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  labors  this  after¬ 


noon,  it  stand  in  recess  until  12  o’clock 
noon  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  PUBLIC 
BUILDINGS 


The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend 
the  Public  Building  Act  of  1949  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  prop¬ 
erty  and  to  provide  for  the  construction 
of  certain  public  buildings  thereon  by 
executing  purchase  contracts;  to  extend 
the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General 
to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  communi¬ 
cation  which  I  have  received  this  after¬ 
noon  from  Mr.  J.  V.  Rankin,  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice,  together  with  a 
memorandum  giving  the  observations  of 
Mr.  Rankin  and  the  Department  of  Jus¬ 
tice  relative  to  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  that  they  be  read  at  this  time? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  Senators  who  are  engaged 
in  a  discussion  of  the  bill  would  desire 
that  they  be  read  now,  but  I  wanted  the 
letter  and  the  memorandum  to  be  made 
a  part  of  the  Record. 

I  think,  as  a  part  of  the  Senator’s  own 
observations,  he  could  ask  that  they  be 
read,  but  since  the  junior  Senator  from 
California  has  extended  me  the  courtesy 
to  have  this  interruption  in  the  debate 
on  the  bill,  I  do  not  wish  to  take  the 
time  now  to  read  them. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Very  well. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  the  memorandum  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Department  of  Justice, 

April  8,  1954. 


Hon.  William  F.  Knowland, 

United  States  Senate , 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  am  transmitting  here¬ 
with,  as  requested,  a  memorandum  with  re¬ 
spect  to  S.  690  and  H.  R.  6342  concerning  cer¬ 
tain  authorization  to  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  enter  into  lease-purchase 
agreements. 

Sincerely, 

J.  Lee  Rankin. 


Memorandum  To  Senator  Knowland 

There  are  pending  before  the  Senate  S.  690 
and  H.  R.  6342  which,  in  general,  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  un¬ 
der  which  buildings  leased  by  the  United 
States  for  long  terms  would  eventually  be¬ 
come  the  property  of  the  United  States. 

As  reported  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  (S.  Rept.  No.  318, 
83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.),  S.  690  provides  (at  p.  4, 
lines  20-25)  that — 

“(e)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement 
calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more  than 
$50,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed  under 
this  section  unless  it  has  been  submitted,  30 
days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  of  the  House  of  Representatives.” 

As  reported  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works  (S.  Rept.'  No.  1084,  83d  Cong., 


2d  sess.),  H.  R.  6342  provides  (at  p.  4,  lines 
11-19)  that— 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agree¬ 
ment  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more 
than  $20,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed 
under  this  section  unless  the  Administrator 
has  come  into  agreement  with  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to 
such  purchase  contract  agreement.” 

The  difference  between  the  quoted  pro¬ 
visions  presents  a  serious  question  as  to  the 
relationship  under  the  Constitution  between 
the  Congress  and  the  executive  branch. 

Pursuant  to  our  fundamental  constitu¬ 
tional  principle  of  separation  of  powers,  ar¬ 
ticle  I  of  the  Constitution  vests  the  legisla¬ 
tive  power  of  the  United  States  in  the  Con¬ 
gress,  while  article  II  vests  the  Executive 
power  in  the  President  and  directs  that  “he 
shall  take  care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully 
executed.”  It  is  difficult  to  avoid  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  these  provisions  of  the  Consti¬ 
tution  would  be  violated  by  the  provision 
of  H.  R.  6342  that  no  proposed  purchase  con¬ 
tract  agreement  calling  for  an  annual  ex¬ 
penditure  of  more  than  $20,000  shall  be  ex¬ 
ecuted  unless  “the  Administrator  has  come 
into  agreement  with  the^pommittee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  with  respect  to  such  purchase  con¬ 
tract  agreement.” 

The  obvious  purpose  of  this  provision  of 
H.  R.  6342  is  to  subject  such  proposed  real- 
estate  transactions  to  the  prior  approval  or 
disapproval  of  committees  of  the  Congress. 
The  practical  effect  is  to  vest  the  power  to 
make  such  purchase  contract  agreements 
jointly  in  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv¬ 
ices  and  the  members  of  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works.  It  is  well  established  in 
American  constitutional  law  that  such 
powers  cannot  be  placed  in  a  member,  offi¬ 
cer,  or  committee  of  the  legislature.  In¬ 
deed,  probably  no  one  would  contend  that 
under  the  Constitution  the  sole  power  to 
make  such  agreements  could  be  vested  in 
legislative  committees.  The  same  principles 
preclude  a  committee  of  Congress  from  ex¬ 
ercising  such  power  jointly  with  an  execu¬ 
tive  officer. 

It  is  clear  that  Congress  could  reserve  to 
Itself  the  power  to  determine  in  the  form  of 
regular  legislation  whether  a  particular  pur¬ 
chase  contract  agreement  should  be  made. 
Historically,  Congress  has  enacted  many  laws 
authorizing  specific  real-estate  transactions 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States.  On  the  other 
hand.  Congress  may  by  legislation  empower 
executive  officers  to  execute  such  transactions 
subject  to  whatever  general  legislative  stand¬ 
ards  Congress  chooses  to  prescribe.  But 
while  Congress  may  thus  elect  whether  such 
decisions  shall  be  made  by  legislative  or  by 
executive  action,  it  cannot  place  the  power  to 
make  such  decisions  in  its  committees. 
Viewing  the  power  to  determine  whether 
such  a  purchase  contract  agreement  should 
be  made  as  a  legislative  power,  it  cannot  be 
delegated  to  individual  members  or  to  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Congress:  viewing  it  as  an 
executive  function,  the  constitutional  sep¬ 
aration  of  powers  prohibits  vesting  it  in 
Members  or  committees  of  the  Congress. 

This  provision  of  H.  R.  6342  involves,  not  a 
mere  technicality,  but  a  departure  from  our 
constitutional  practice  which,  if  system¬ 
atically  pursued,  could  result  in  a  radical 
change  in  the  distribution  of  the  powers  of 
the  Federal  Government.  Its  principle  could 
be  applied  to  subject  a  huge  variety  of  gov¬ 
ernmental  actions  to  the  prior  approval  or 
disapproval  of  committees  of  the  Congress, 
including  committees  consisting  of  a  single 
Member  or  the  Members  of  Congress  from  a 
particular  State. 

The  constitutional  principles,  referred  to 
above,  which  prohibit  such  a  drastic  revision 
in  our  basic  form  of  government  have  been 
applied  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court 
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and  by  the  State  courts  to  a  number  of  situ¬ 
ations  similar  to  that  which  would  be  created 
by  H.  R.  6342.  And  they  have  been  asserted 
vigorously  by  Presidents  Wilson,  Hoover, 
Roosevelt,  and  Truman. 

If,  in  authorizing  the  purchase  contract 
agreements  or  lease-purchase  agreements 
contemplated  by  H.  R.  6342  and  S.  690,  Con¬ 
gress  is  unable  to  prescribe  adequate  general 
legislative  standards  to  guide  and  restrict 
executive  officers  in  making  such  agreements, 
it  would  be  far  better  if  Congress  reserved 
to  itself  for  specific  legislative  action  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Constitution  the  types  of 
cases  in  which  it  is  unwilling  to  entrust  to 
executive  officers  the  making  of  such  agree¬ 
ments,  instead  of  attempting  to  give  to  its 
committees  a  decisive  role  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  a  statute  in  violation  of  the  Consti¬ 
tution. 

While  Congress  may  not  through  its  com¬ 
mittees  administer  or  share  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  a  statute.  Congress  and  its  com¬ 
mittees  are  entitled  to  obtain  information  as 
to  whether  a  statute  is  being  administered  in 
accordance  with  the  congressional  purpose. 
Thereupon,  if  Congress  is  dissatisfied  with 
its  administration,  it  may,  through  the  regu¬ 
lar  legislative  process,  take  specific  or  gen¬ 
eral  corrective  action.  Thus,  no  constitu¬ 
tional  problems  are  presented  by  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  S.  690  that  no  proposed  lease- 
purchase  agreement  involving  an  annual  ex¬ 
penditure  of  more  than  $50,000  shall  be  ex¬ 
ecuted  by  the  Administrator  “unless  it  has 
been  submitted,  30  days  prior  to  its  effective 
date,  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  of  the  House  of 
Representatives.”  Such  a  requirement  rec¬ 
ognizes  that  Congress  sometimes  needs  cur¬ 
rent  information  on  the  administration  of 
a  statute  together  with  a  reasonable  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  take  corrective  legislative  action  if 
it  so  desires.  Similar  waiting  period  require¬ 
ments  were  contained  in  the  Surplus  Prop¬ 
erty  Act  of  1944  and  in  the  statutes  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  Supreme  Court  to  prepare  and  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress  the  Federal  Rules  of 
Criminal  Procedure  and  the  Federal  Rules  of 
Civil  Procedure. 

To  summarize:  the  power  to  approve  or 
disapprove  proposed  contracts  which  H.  R. 
6342  would  give  to  committees  of  Congress 
violates  the  separation-of-powers  provisions 
of  the  Constitution.  The  notice  and  waiting 
period  requirements  of  S.  690  fully  satisfy 
the  right  of  Congress  to  obtain  information, 
and  provide  Congress  with  an  opportunity  to 
prevent  action  which  it  disapproves  through 
the  regular  legislative  process. 

J.  L.  R. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
just  listened  with  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 
terest  to  the  discussion  as  to  what  will 
happen  to  property  owned  by  the  Post 
Office  Department  which  may  be  used 
for  the  construction  of  lease -purchase 
buildings  by  the  transfer  of  title,  so  to 
speak,  to  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  bill  goes  a 
long  way  in  taking  control  of  post-office 
buildings  and  post-office  operations  from 
the  Post  Office  Department.  Frankly, 
I  think  the  committee  has  gone  too  far. 

This  agency  has  for  years  adminis¬ 
tered  the  program,  and  according  to  the 
language  on  page  5,  line  18,  the  Post 
Office  Department  was  exempted  from 
the  proceeds  which  were  to  be  covered 
into  miscellaneous  receipts.  Now  a  new 
provision  is  written,  which  frankly  takes 
away  from  the  Post  Office  Department 
the  right  to  control  its  own  property. 
I  think  that  is  going  too  far. 


I  sincerely  hope  that  some  provision 
can  be  made  which  will  at  least  give 
this  great  agency  of  our  Government 
control  of  its  own  programs  and  its 
own  property. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  the  answer  to 
what  the  Senator  from  Kansas  has  sug¬ 
gested,  first  of  all  with  respect  to  the 
miscellaneous  receipts  provision,  is  that 
the  bill  provides,  as  to  both  the  Post 
Office  Department  and  the  General 
Services  Administration,  that  each 
agency  will  retain  what  was  originally 
appropriated  to  buy  the  piece  of  prop¬ 
erty  involved.  It  is  the  extra  amount — 
the  profit — which  would  go  into  the  mis¬ 
cellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury. 

I  have  been  informed  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  staff  that  the  Post  Office  Department 
has  not  historically  constructed  the 
buildings  which  it  is  now  using.  But, 
regardless  of  that,  we  are  faced  with  a 
situation  in  which  the  committee  be¬ 
lieved,  in  good  faith,  that  there  should 
be  a  restriction  upon  the  disposal  of 
post-office  buildings  under  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements.  Let  the  record  be 
very  clear  about  this  fact:  The  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  both  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  and  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  indicated  that  the  lease- 
purchase  proposals,  in  the  main,  were 
going  to  be  exceptional  situations.  They 
were  not  going  to  be  utilized  in  every 
small  town  and  hamlet  in  all  the  48 
States  of  the  Nation.  So  we  should  not 
be  concerned  too  much,  Mr.  President, 
with  the  restriction  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  which  was 
adopted  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  wish  to  congratulate  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  California, 
as  well  as  the  other  members  of  his  com¬ 
mittee,  for  the  work  which  has  been  done 
on  this  bill.  I  have  hoped  that  some¬ 
thing  of  this  sort  would  be  done,  in  order 
that  we  might  obtain  more  construction 
of  needed  public  works. 

I  am  rather  distressed  to  hear  the 
Senator  say  that  he  does  not  believe  this 
method  of  construction  would  be  used 
in  many  cases.  I  had  hoped  it  would 
be  used  in  a  considerable  number  of 
cases. 

In  the  State  of  Louisiana  we  have 
needed  construction  of  several  public 
buildings  for  a  long  period  of  time.  I 
wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Califox-nia 
if  it  would  not  be  desirable  for  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  have  an  opportunity  to  look 
at  more  of  the  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments. 

The  Committee  on  Armed  Services  has 
used  that  device,  and  I  have  felt  it  has 
been  used  very  effectively.  It  was  a 
simple  matter  to  send  a  notice  to  all 
members  of  the  committee;  and  if  any 
member  wished  to  object  to  any  of  the 
proposals,  he  would  notify  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  and  the  committee 
would  study  the  matter  very  carefully. 

When  land  acquisitions  were  proposed 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  the 
chairman  would  require  that  notice  be 
given  to  the  members;  and  I  believe 
about  80  or  90  percent  of  such  proposals 
went  through  without  much  question. 
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because  they  appeared  to  be  in  good 
order.  I  see  no  good  reason  why  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  should  not 
examine  all  agreements  which  involve 
rentals  of  not  more  than  $10,000.  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  Senator  from  California  would 
have  any  objection  to  reducing  the  figure 
to  $10,000  rather  than  $20,000. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  for  his  comments  with 
respect  to  the  committee’s  action,  but 
I  would  say  to  the  Senator  the  present 
Federal  law  with  respect  to  purchases 
and  rentals  in  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  requires,  as  the  Senator  well  knows, 
that  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
of  the  Senate  and  the  House  come  into 
agreement  with  the  Defense  Department. 
So  that  actually  there  is  considerably 
more  of  a  restriction  in  this  bill  regard¬ 
ing  amounts  of  money,  because  in  this 
bill  the  cutoff  figure  is  $20,000. 

Consideration  was  given  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  adopting  precisely  the  same 
language  in  the  bill  as  that  contained 
in  the  present  law  with  regard  to  the 
Department  of  Defense.  One  of  the 
members  of  the  subcommittee  suggested 
that,  in  his  judgment,  the  figure  should 
be  lowered  from  $25,000  to  $20,000.  To 
that  extent  the  committee  considered  the 
question,  and  the  committee  agreed,  not 
unanimously,  but  in  great  majority,  that 
the  $20,000  figure  be  used. 

Mr.  LONG.  Of  course,  the  limitation 
of  $20,000  on  a  purchase-contract  agree¬ 
ment  would  mean  that  a  building  costing 
$200,000  could  be  constructed  under 
such  an  agreement  without  the  agree¬ 
ment  being  submitted  to  the  two  commit¬ 
tees.  It  would  seem  to  me  it  would  be 
preferable  that  the  committees  should 
look  at  such  an  agreement.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  if  the  Government  were  consid¬ 
ering  the  construction  of  a  post  office 
which  would  cost  $100,000,  would  not  the 
committee,  in  the  usual  course  of  its 
business,  have  occasion  to  study  the  au¬ 
thorization  to  determine  whether  the 
post  office  should  be  constructed? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Actually  the  transac¬ 
tions,  of  whatever  amount,  would  be  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Congress,  but  it  was  felt 
by  the  committee  that  in  these  difficult 
and  involved  transactions  involving  a 
purchase,  the  check  or  balance  of  agree¬ 
ment  on  the  part  of  the  committees 
should  be  required  only  where  there  was, 
as  the  Senator  has  suggested,  a  substan¬ 
tial  contract.  The  Senator  is  completely 
correct  when  he  states  that  the  same 
problem  would  exist  in  connection  with 
all  such  contracts,  but  the  committee 
was  attempting  to  follow  the  precedent 
which  a  prior  Congress  had  established 
in  such  legislation  regarding  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  am  hopeful  that  there 
will  be  more  construction,  under  the  bill, 
than  the  Senator  from  California  an¬ 
ticipates,  and  that  major  construction 
may  result  following  the  enactment  of 
the  proposed  legislation.  However,  it 
may  be  that,  if  the  bill  should  be  passed, 
the  construction  would  be  slight  and  not 
in  sufficient  degree  to  require  that  all 
such  agreements  be  carefully  examined 
by  the  Congress.  I  thought  it  might  be 
well,  if  the  measure  were  put  into  effect. 
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that  the  Congress  should  have  a  chance 
to  study  the  projects. 

I  should  further  like  to  state  that  In 
the  case  of  all  of  post-office  buildings 
which  would  be  under  construction,  I  am 
sure  the  State  and  local  governments 
would  be  willing  to  agree  that  no  taxes 
would  be  charged  on  such  buildings,  if 
it  were  made  a  condition  of  the  lease- 
purchase  agreement  and  required  in  the 
pending  legislation.  However,  such 
agreements  would  require  some  delay. 
The  State  legislatures  would  be  required 
to  enact  legislation  to  authorize  such 
construction  to  be  tax-exempt.  It 
would  also  take  time  for  the  municipal 
governments  to  act.  However,  I  won¬ 
der  if  it  would  not  be  desirable  that  there 
be  a  provision  in  the  bill  to  require  that 
the  State  and  local  governments,  in  order 
that  there  may  be  agreements  to  erect 
such  construction  in  those  areas,  should 
have  to  agree  that  no  taxes  would  be 
collected  for  such  construction. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  was  discussion 
in  the  committee  concerning  the  whole 
question  of  taxation  of  the  two  sov¬ 
ereignties  and  all  the  ramifications  of 
that  question.  The  language  which  was 
inserted  was  adopted  because  of  the  ex¬ 
treme  difficulty  of  lining  up  the  tax  au¬ 
thorities  of  the  48  States.  For  example, 
in  many  of  the  States  the  responsibility 
with  respect  to  ad  valorem  taxes  is  riv¬ 
eted  into  the  State  constitutions.  If 
any  benefit  in  the  immediate  future  is 
to  be  received  in  the  State  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  and  in  the  other 
States  where  there  is  a  real  need  for  new 
Federal  buildings,  such  construction 
would  be  delayed  if  the  Congress  should 
become  involved  in  the  complex  field 
of  State  taxation.  So  it  was  decided 
that,  so  far  as  lease-purchase  buildings 
are  concerned,  they  will  be  subject  to 
taxation  until  title  passes.  It  was  left 
for  subsequent  action  of  Congress  to  de¬ 
cide  what  the  general  underlying  theory 
on  the  question  ought  to  be,  and  it  will 
have  to  be  worked  out  in  the  form  of 
legislation. 

Mr.  LONG.  Whenever  the  Federal 
Government  sees  fit  to  exercise  the  op¬ 
tion  to  purchase  such  property,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  would  no  longer  be 
in  the  position  of  having  to  pay  tgxes  to 
the  local  government,  under  the  terms 
of  the  bill;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  A  provision  was  suggested  which 
would  prevent  the  Government  from 
immediately  paying  such  charges.  In 
some  instances,  and  the  Senator  can 
think  of  some  practical  ones,  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  have  to  appropriate  specific 
moneys  to  pay  for  the  contract. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  want  to  be  entirely 
frank  with  the  Senator  from  California. 
I  believe  it  would  be  preferable  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  appropriate  money  to  build  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  in  localities  in  the  States. 
Nevertheless,  having  struggled  with  the 
problem  of  acquiring  new  post  offices, 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
State  of  Louisiana  and  the  other  States 
need  some  measure  to  expedite  the  con¬ 
struction  of  such  necessary  public  works. 
For  that  reason  I  have  been  in  favor  of 
this  kind  of  legislation  for  some  time, 
and  I  shall  be  glad  to  support  it.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  agree  with  the  Sen^ 
ator  very  much,  and  I  thank  him.  Ob¬ 
viously,  if  a  purchase  could  be  made  and 
moneys  were  available  for  appropriations 
every  time  a  building  was  needed,  and  it 
could  be  bought  and  paid  for,  it  would 
be  the  best  way  for  the  Government  to 
acquire  buildings  and  land,  as  is  done  in 
the  case  of  individual  families. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  suggested  by 
members  of  the  subcommittee  earlier,  we 
have  had  the  unfortunate  situation  in 
America  of  the  Government  leasing  and 
paying  rent  for  as  long  as  50  years  on  the 
same  building,  and  at  the  end  of  that 
time  acquiring  no  equitable  title  at  all. 
In  that  kind  of  transaction  the  bill  gives 
the  Government  the  same  right  of  time 
payments  and  acquiring  equitable  title 
as  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  I,  and 
probably  all  of  us  have  had  at  some  time 
in  purchasing  a  home. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  believe  that  in  many  in¬ 
stances  the  Government,  by  the  terms 
of  the  bill,  will  be  able  to  acquire  much 
better  facilities  at  the  same  or  perhaps 
a  lesser  expense,  and  at  the  same  time 
commence  needed  construction  which 
many  communities  of  the  Nation  need. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  compelled  to 
say,  because  of  the  comments  of  my  good 
friend,  the  junior  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana,  that  it  is  my  belief  and  my  hope 
that  there  will  be  a  very  sizable  con^ 
struction  program.  This  bill  will  not 
take  the  place  of  a  duly  enacted  and 
large  public  building  program,  but  it  will 
permit  of  the  construction  of  buildings,’ 
under  one  of  the  several  possibilities 
provided  for  in  the  bill,  in  the  various 
places  where  such  buildings  are  most 
needed.  I  assure  the  Senator  that  was 
the  intention.  .  i 

I  should  also  like  to  say  that  the 
modest  Senator  from  California  was  able 
to  make  a  very  real  contribution  in  the 
consideration  of  this  bill  by  reason  of 
the  fact  that  he  had  served  for  a  number 
of  years  as  comptroller  of  his  State,  and 
of  course  his  State  is  a  growing  and 
progressive  one,  and  has  had  need  for 
many  public  buildings  of  various  kinds. 
So  he  brought  to  the  committee  a  very 
practical  knowledge  of  the  working  out 
of  a  program  for  providing  necessary 
public  buildings  in  his  State.  His  ex¬ 
perience  and  knowledge  were  of  inesti¬ 
mable  service  to  the  committee,  and  I 
think  have  resulted  in  the  bill  being 
much  more  practical  than  seems  to  be 
apprehended  by  some  distinguished 
Senators. 

Let  me  say  now  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas,  who  is  so  much  concerned — ‘and 
properly  so — with  the  post-office  con¬ 
struction  program,  that  it  was  not  in¬ 
tended  to  cut  oil  the  possibility  of  having 
the  Post  Office  Department  do  many, 
many  of  the  needed  things  in  the  way 
of  construction  which  we  know  that  De¬ 
partment  needs.  However,  it  was  the 
very  definite  conviction  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  I  believe  I  can  speak  for  all 
members  of  the  committee,  that  as  to 
existing  post  offices,  which  have  become 


the  symbols  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment — for  instance,  in  county-seat 
towns  all  over  the  Nation — it  would  cre¬ 
ate  an  unfavorable  reception  to  the  bill, 
rather  than  a  favorable  one,  if  the  people 
were  to  think,  generally,  that  a  depart¬ 
ment  which,  whether  rightly  or  wrongly, 
is  usually  regarded  as  a  political  one, 
would  have  authority  to  trade  and  traffic 
in  getting  rid  of  the  present  post  offices 
in  the  county-seat  towns. 

I  believe  a  study  of  the  bill  will  show 
that  the  provision  with  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  has  been  concerned  is 
a  good  one,  and  will  not  in  any  way  pre¬ 
vent  meeting  most  of  the  needs  of  tlys 
Post  Office  Department.  It  is  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  that  those  needs 
be  met. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Aiken  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  ^from  California  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Virginia? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  How  are  the  valuations 
of  the  buildings  to  be  arrived  at  or  fixed? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  refer  to  the  amount  in¬ 
volved  in  a  given  contract? 

Mr.  BYRD.  As  I  understand,  the  pro¬ 
posal  is  to  make  a  contract  with  some¬ 
one  who  will  construct  a  building,  and  at 
the  end  Of  a  certain  number  of  years 
the  building  will  become  the  property  of 
the  Government.  It  seems  to  me  it  is 
very  important  to  know,  in  that  connec¬ 
tion,  how  the  valuation  of  the  building 
will  be  arrived  at  or  fixed.  Who  will  do 
it? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  So  far  as  the  bill  itself 
is  concerned,  I  believe  it  will  help  me  re¬ 
ply  to  the  Senator  from  Virginia  if  I  re¬ 
fer  to  an  example.  Let  us  assume  that 
the  General  Services  Administration  has 
a  piece  of  property  worth  $100,000.  The 
General  Services  Administration  would 
enter  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement 
to  construct  a  building  which  it  would 
provide  and  specify  for  and  advertise  for, 
just  as  it  would  do  in  case  Congress  had 
appropriated  the  money  to  that  agency; 
and  a  building  would  be  constructed  for 
$1  million,  let  us  say.  So  there  would 
be  tied  up  in  that  venture  a  piece  of 
property  worth - 

Mr.  BYRD.  Who  will  audit  the  cost 
of  the  building?  Will  the  contractor’s 
word  be  taken  for  the  cost  of  the  build¬ 
ing,  or  how  will  the  cost  be  fixed?  That 
is  a  vitally  important  question,  because 
the  Government  will  return  the  cost 
to  the  contractor  before  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  obtain  ownership  of  the  build¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  General  Services 
Administration,  I  would  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia,  would  make  exactly 
the  same  check,  as  I  understand  the 
situation,  as  if  Congress  had  appropri- 
ted  the  money  and  the  General  Services 
Administration  had  purchased  the  build¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  BYRD.  No;  I  differ  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  on  that  point,  unless  there  is  some 
such  provision  in  the  bill,  because  if  the 
Government  makes  a  contract  for  the 


4604  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  April  8 

.  / 

J  / 


construction  of  a  building,  of  course  the 
Government  will  pay  the  cost  of  the  con¬ 
tract.  However,  that  is  not  to  be  done 
in  this  case.  In  this  case,  someone  will 
erect  a  building  for  the  use  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Who  will  determine  how 
much  the  particular  building  costs? 
What  audit  will  be  made? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First  of  all,  of  course 
the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
will  have  to  agree  that  a  lease-purchase 
contract  may  be  entered  into. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Does  the  bill  stipulate 
that  the  contract  is  to  be  on  a  basis  of 
exact  cost;  or  what  does  the  bill  provide 
in  that  connection?  What  interest  will 
be  paid,  and  so  forth? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No ;  I  would  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  that  the  bill  is 
silent  insofar  as  concerns  spelling  out 
the  manner  in  which  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  or  the  Post  Office 
Department - 

Mr.  BYRD.  Does  the  Senator  from 
California  think  the  bill  should  be  si¬ 
lent?  There  is  an  opportunity  there 
for  a  great  deal  of  graft  and  a  great  deal 
of  fraud,  it  seems  to  me. 

Let  us  consider  an  illustration.  Let 
us  consider  a  post-office  building,  for 
instance.  Suppose  someone  offered  to 
construct  a  post-office  building,  to  be 
leased  to  the  Government — that  is  to  be 
the  first  step,  I  understand;  and  if  I  am 
in  error  about  this  matter,  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  California  please  to  cor¬ 
rect  me.  Let  us  assume  that  the  one 
who  makes  the  offer  makes  his  own  con¬ 
tract.  Will  it  go  through  any  Govern¬ 
ment  agency?  It  will  not,  will  it? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Under  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  it  would  go  to  the  Public 
Works  Committees  of  the  two  Houses. 

Mr.  BYRD.  But  the  Senator  from 
California  knows  that  those  committees 
have  no  facilities  for  looking  into  such 
matters.  It  would  go  to  those  commit¬ 
tees  only  if  it  involved  more  than  $20,000. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  can  only  say  that  the 
situation  is  exactly  the  same,  so  far  as 
the  agencies  are  concerned,  as  the  sit¬ 
uation  today  with  respect  to  simple 
leasing. 

First  of  all,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  each  of  the  two  agencies  men¬ 
tioned  has  the  right  to  negotiate  a  con¬ 
tract  to  pay  rental  installments  on  prop¬ 
erty  title  to  which  will  subsequently  be 
vested  in  the  Government.  The  Comp¬ 
troller  General  will  have  the  same  re¬ 
sponsibility,  in  perusing  the  terms  of  the 
contract  to  be  entered  into,  that  he 
would  have  in  the  case  of  all  other  con¬ 
tractual  arrangements. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  has  sug¬ 
gested  the  possibility  of  fraud  in  the 
transactions.  I  say  to  him  that  is  why 
in  the  case  of  the  large  contracts  I  voted 
for  the  restrictive  amendment. 

But,  in  addition,  in  each  instance  a 
written  contract  will  be  entered  into. 
The  provisions  of  the  contract,  the 
amount  of  interest  that  will  be  required, 
the  type  of  building,  and  the  specifica¬ 
tions  the  Government  wants,  will  be 
matters  of  public  record;  the  contracts 


will  be  advertised;  and  annual  reports  ( 
will  be  made  to  Congress. 

It  seems  to  me  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  shown  the  reason  why  there 
should  be  the  additional  restriction  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  committee  amendments. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  do  not  think  I  have 
made  myself  clear  to  the  Senator  from 
California.  When  we  read  page  4  of 
the  report,  in  respect  to  title  II,  we  ob¬ 
serve  that  it  is  based  upon  the  cost.  The 
report  states: 

Translated  Into  terms  of  initial  construc¬ 
tion,  and  annual  payment  of  $20,000  would 
mean  a  building  with  a  construction  cost  of 
about  $200,000. 

The  annual  payment  is  based  upon 
the  cost.  Who  is  to  audit  the  cost,  or 
what  evidence  would  the  contractor  give 
that  he  spent  a  specific  amount  of 
money  on  the  project?  What  interest 
would  he  receive?  What  profits  would 
he  receive?  The  cost  must  all  be  paid 
back  by  the  Government  before  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  take  title  to  the  property. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  BYRD.  As  I  visualize  this  pro¬ 
gram,  it  will  be  a  tremendous  mass- 
building  program. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  testimony  before 
the  committee,  by  representatives  of 
each  agency,  was  to  the  effect  that  the 
lease-purchase  authority  would  not  be 
exercised  in  a  great  number  of  cases; 
but  the  Senator  is  correct;  the  power  is 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Whenever  power  exists, 
it  is  usually  used.  I  have  learned  that 
from  my  experience  in  the  Senate. 

I  am  not  being  especially  critical  of 
the  bill.  I  simply  wish  to  understand 
who  is  to  fix  the  cost.  Who  is  to  audit 
the  cost?  Under  the  terms  of  the  bill 
the  Government  is  supposed  to  pay  rent¬ 
als  to  the  extent  of  the  cost.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  After  that  it  becomes  the 
property  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  What  facilities  are  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  for  ascertaining,  for 
example,  whether  a  contractor  charges 
the  Government  $100,000  when  he  pays 
out  for  the  building  only  $80,000? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  the  first  instance  it 
will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  head  of 
the  governmental  agency.  Beyond  that, 
I  will  say  to  the  Senator  that  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  would  have  the  same 
authority  over  the  contracts  to  be  en¬ 
tered  into  that  he  would  have  over  any 
other  contracts. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Where  does  the  bill  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  contractor  shall  not  receive 
more  than  the  cost  of  the  building?  I 
have  not  been  able  to  find  such  a  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Let  us  complete  the  dis¬ 
cussion. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  was  merely  trying 
to  expedite  matters. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  appreciate  that,  but  I 
would  rather  have  the  Senator  from 
California  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  the  committee  has  not  spelled 


out  in  the  bill  any  specific  guidelines 
for  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Mi\  BYRD.  Does  not  the  Senator 
think  they  should  be  spelled  out? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  cannot  say  that  they 
should  not  be,  but  today  the  General 
Services  Administration  may  enter  into 
a  leasehold  if  it  so  desires. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  And  there  are  no  spe¬ 
cific  guidelines  in  the  present  law  rela¬ 
tive  to  leaseholds. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  an  entirely  differ¬ 
ent  question.  A  leasehold  involves  the 
question  of  leasing  a  building,  does  it 
not? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  purpose  of  this  leg¬ 
islation  is  to  authorize  the  construction 
of  a  building  which  will  become  the 
property  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  when  the  Government  pays  back, 
in  annual  payments,  the  total  cost  of 
the  building,  whatever  it  may  be. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  point  I  make  is  that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  to  fix  the  cost. 
The  contractor  may  say,  “This  building 
cost  me  $1  million.”  It  may  have  cost 
him  only  $800,000.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  bill  to  require  that  the  rental  must 
be  based  upon  the  cost.  It  would  not 
be  illegal  under  those  conditions  for  the 
contractor  to  say,  “I  want  to  be  paid 
rental  on  the  basis  of  more  than  the 
building  actually  cost  me.”  What  in¬ 
terest  is  to  be  paid?  All  those  questions 
enter  into  the  transaction. 

I  submit  to  the  Senator  that  this  is  a 
very  loosely  drawn  bill  from  that  stand¬ 
point.  This  program  may  run  into  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  before  we  are  through. 
Certainly  it  should  be  safeguarded  so 
that  the  Government  would  not  have  to 
pay  back  more  than  the  actual  cost  of 
the  building  plus  reasonable  interest. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  answer  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  I  will  say  that  the  bill  as  it  came  to 
the  Senate  from  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives  contained  absolutely  no  restric¬ 
tions.  The  restrictions  which  were 
added  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  were  those  which  we  have  dis¬ 
cussed  here  this  afternoon.  It  seems 
to  me  that  so  far  as  concerns  writing  a 
bill  to  provide  a  specific  manner  in 
which  an  administrator  should  enter 
into  a  contract,  that  might  be  carrying 
things  somewhat  further  than  has  been 
the  case  in  the  past,  or  than  good  judg¬ 
ment  would  dictate,  particularly  since 
the  bill  provides  that  there  shall  be  con- 
i  gressional  scrutiny  of  the  program. 

Mr.  BYRD.  As  busy  as  Members  of 
Congress  are,  they  would  not  have  time 
to  go  into  that  subject. 

In  other  words,  this  statement  in  the 
report  is  not  correct: 

Translated  into  terms  of  initial  construc¬ 
tion  cost,  an  annual  payment  of  $20,000 
would  mean  a  building  with  a  construction 
cost  of  about  $200,000. 

After  the  Government  pays  back  the 
$20,000  a  year  for  10  years,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  own  the  building.  The  lan¬ 
guage  to  which  I  have  just  referred  is: 

Translated  into  terms  of  initial  construc¬ 
tion  cost — 

And  so  forth.  I  contend  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  bill  which  provides  that 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


195  b 

rentals  shall  be  based  upon  the  actual 
cost  of  the  building.  If  there  is  any  such 
provision  in  the  bill  I  have  been  unable 
to  find  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  and  Mr.  BARRETT 
addressed  the  Chair.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  California  yield;  and  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  am  en¬ 
gaged  in  colloquy  with  the  Senator  from 
California,  and  I  should  like  to  have  him 
answer  the  question. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  report  prepared 
by  the  staff  used  the  figures  of  $20,000 
and  $200,000  in  an  effort  to  indicate  the 
size  of  the  building. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  not  the  point. 
The  report  states: 

Translated  into  terms  of  initial  construc¬ 
tion  cost,  an  annual  payment  of  $20,000 
would  mean  a  building  with  a  construction 
cost  of  about  $200,000. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  To  my  way  of  thinking 
that  means  the  actual  cost  of  the  build¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Where  in  the  bill  is  it 
provided  that  the  rental  shall  be  based 
upon  the  actual  initial  cost?  Is  there 
such  a  provision  written  into  the  bill,  or 
not?  — - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No.  The  General 
Services  Administration  would  be  given  j 
the  right,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill,  to  enter  into  a  contract  under  which 
a  building  would  be  constructed,  and 
annual  payments  would  be  made.  At  the 
end  of  the  period  the  title  would  vest  in 
the  Government. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Then  the  Government 
might  enter  into  a  contract  to  pay  rentals 
to  the  extent  of  $100,000  when  the  build¬ 
ing  actually  cost  only  $60,000.  Is  that 
true? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  that  is  true; 
and  by  the  same  token  I  think  it  is  true 
today  that  the  same  agency  could  enter 
into  a  leasehold  and  pay  $100,900  a  year 
for  a  leasehold  which  the  Senator  and 
I  might  know  was  worth  only  $50,000 
a  year.  Exactly  the  same  type  of  au¬ 
thority  is  contained  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD.  A  leasehold  may  be  on 
an  annual  basis.  In  other  words,  the 
bill  is  not  predicated  on  the  principle 
or  the  assumption  that  the  costs  should 
control  the  rental  paid  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  all  frankness  I 
must  say  to  the  Senator,  by  way  of  repe¬ 
tition,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill 
which  states,  “This  is  the  manner  in 
which  these  agencies  should  enter  into 
such  contracts.”  By  the  same  token  I 
say  to  the  Senator  that,  with  respect  to 
the  provisions  which  were  in  the  bill  as 
it  came  from  the  House,  we  have  added 
safeguards. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  only  safeguard  is 
that  any  contract  involving  an  annual 
payment  of  more  than  $20,000  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Congress,  but  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  no  way  of  ascertaining  the 
actual  cost  of  the  projects. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  how  he  would  suggest  that  the  bill 
be  improved. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  should  say  that  before 
the  rental  agreement  is  made  evidence 


must  be  presented  that  a  certain  project 
cost  a  certain  amount. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  To  whom  should  the 
evidence  be  referred? 

Mr.  BYRD.  To  whatever  agency  is 
making  the  contract. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  To  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration? 

Mr.  BYRD.  If  that  is  the  one  in¬ 
volved. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Or  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment? 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  are  two  agencies 
referred  to  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Evidence  of  cost  would 
be  referred  to  one  or  the  other.  Then 
the  agency  should  determine  how  much 
interest  is  to  be  paid,  and  how  much 
profit  is  to  be  allowed.  The  annual  pay¬ 
ment  should  be  based  upon  the  cost  of 
the  building.  We  have  been  informed 
that  that  is  the  purpose  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  the  absence  of  leg¬ 
islative  direction,  does  the  Senator  think 
the  Postmaster  General  and  the  General 
Services  Administration  would  enter 
into  that  kind  of  contract? 

Mr.  BYRD.  At  least  we  could  write 
into  the  bill  language  to  the  effect  that 
the  purpose  is  not  to  pay  more  than  the 
actual  cost  plus  reasonable  interest. 
Those  who  undertake  this  work  may 
make  large  profits.  The  Senator  will 
concede  that  that  is  possible  under  the 
provisions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes;  I  do. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  do  not  wish  to  vote  for 
a  bill  so  loosely  drawn  in  that  respect  as 
this  bill  appears  to  be. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  so  happens  that 
the  bill  is  not  drawn  in  such  a  way  as  to 
permit  of  that  conclusion.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  will  yield  to  me,  I 
should  like  to  point  out  the  provisions 
which  apply,  if  I  may  have  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  First,  I  invite  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  in  the  report,  with 
reference  to  both  titles,  three  conditions 
are  stated  to  the  use  of  the  bill.  They 
are  found  on  page  3  of  the  report,  in  the 
second  paragraph.  This  language  is  an 
interpretation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  itself: 

The  General  Services  Administrator  would 
make  use  of  this  legislation  when  (1)  there 
is  no  suitable  Government-owned  space 
available,  (2)  there  is  no  prospect  of  direct 
Federal  construction  within  a  reasonable  pe¬ 
riod  of  time,  and  (3)  the  permanency  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  occupancy  is  such  that  the  accumu¬ 
lation  of  full  equity  in  the  property  by  an¬ 
nual  payments  over  a  stated  number  of  years 
would  result  in  a  lower  net  cost  of  providing 
space  for  the  expected  period  of  occupancy 
than  would.-  be  possible  under  a  straight 
rental  for  the  same  period. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Where  is  that  in  the  bill? 
The  Senator  from  Florida  is  reading 
from  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  At  page  2  of  the  bill 
it  is  provided — and  the  Senator  will  find 
similar  words  under  title  II — 

Sec.  411.  (a>  Whenever  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services  determines  that  (1)  the 
needs  for  space  for  the  permanent  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  particular 
area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any 


4605 

existing  property  suitable  for  the  purpose 
then  owned  by  the  Government,  and  (2)  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be 
served  by  taking  action  hereunder — 

That  is  the  general  wording  in  the  bill. 
The  committee  spells  out  the  provision 
in  specific  wording  in  the  report,  in  the 
words  which  I  have  just  read  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  Senator  read  the 
bill?  That  is  what  we  are  passing;  we 
are  not  passing  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Sentor  from 
Virginia,  of  course,  is  correct  in  saying 
that  it  is  not  the  report  we  are  passing; 
but  it  has  been  uniformly  held  by  the 
courts - 

Mr.  BYRD,  Where  does  it  say  in  the 
bill  that  the  rental  that  shall  be  paid 
shall  be  equivalent  to  the  initial  cost? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  does  not  say  that. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Senator  stated  the 
bill  did  so  state.  Where  does  it  so  state 
in  the  bill? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  the  Senator  will 
allow  me  to  complete  my  explanation,  I 
should  like  to  say  that  I  spoke  about  the 
fact  that  clear  and  proper  safeguards  are 
provided  by  the  bill.  The  first  one  is  the 
one  I  have  mentioned,  which  provides 
the  directions  which  are  given  to  the 
General  Services  Administration,  and  I 
have  read  from  the  report  which  inter¬ 
prets  that  wording  of  the  bill : 

The  best  interests  of  the  United  State3 
will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder. 

That  is  interpreted  by  the  second  par¬ 
agraph  on  page  3  of  the  report,  which 
states  that  the  Administrator  must  de¬ 
termine  that  “the  permanency  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  occupancy  is  such  that  the  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  full  equity  in  the  property 
by  annual  payments  over  a  stated  num¬ 
ber  of  years  would  result  in  a  lower  net 
cost  of  providing  space  for  the  expected 
period  of  occupancy  than  would  be  pos¬ 
sible  under  a  straight  rental  for  the  same 
period.” 

That  is,  the  Government  would  have 
a  building  at  the  end  of  the  period  for 
less  money  than  it  would  have  paid  in 
rents  over  the  same  period  of  years. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Would  it  be  more  or  less 
than  the  initial  cost? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Less  than  the  straight 
rental. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  an  estimate.  No 
one  would  know  what  it  would  be  over  a 
period  of  20  years. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  second  point 
that  I  should  like  to  make  is  that  com¬ 
petitive  bidding  is  required.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  find  that  provision  under  sub¬ 
section  (j)  of  section  411  of  the  bill. 
The  Senator  will  find  that  subsection  at 
page  6  of  the  bill,  in  the  middle  of  the 
page.  It  reads: 

(j)  (i)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal 

Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949  and  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to 
purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into 
under  this  section,  except  that  any  such 
agreement  may  be  entered  into  and  placed 
in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with 
respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  property 
described  therein. 

Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949  is  the  applicable  act.  The  Senator 
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will  find  that  section  explained  at  page 
8  of  the  report. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Let  us  stay  with  the  hill, 
not  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  bill  refers  to  the 
section  of  the  law  that  is  applicable,  and 
the  report  explains  it. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Where  does  the  bill  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  Government  shall  not  pay 
more  than  the  initial  cost  of  the  prop¬ 
erty?  There  is  nothing  in  the  bill  to 
that  effect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Virginia  knows  perfectly  well  that  the 
accumulated  rent  over  a  period  of  years 
sufficient  to  pay  off  a  contract  of  this 
kind,  and  for  occupancy  during  that 
period  of  years,  would  be  more  than  the 
initial  cost  of  the  property. 

I  invite  his  attention  to  the  top  of 
page  8  of  the  report  which  describes  sub¬ 
section  (j)  of  section  411  in  the  bill. 
That  subsection,  as  I  said,  is  contained  in 
the  bill  in  the  middle  of  page  6.  Of 
course,  we  cannot  spell  out  in  a  bill  all 
the  meanings  of  all  the  sections  of  other 
laws  which  are  mentioned  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Could  not  the  bill  spell 
out  the  fact  that  the  rentals  are  to  be 
based  on  the  cost? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  will  permit  me  to  complete  my 
explanation,  I  should  like  to  say  that 
paragraph  (1)  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949 
requires  that  all  purchases  and  contracts 
for  supplies  and  services  shall  be  made 
by  advertising  except  for  certain  speci¬ 
fied  classes  and  situations. 

Mr.  BYRD.  May  I  interrupt  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  ask  him  to  refer  to  the  bill  itself 
and  not  to  the  report? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  referring  to  the 
bill. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Where  is  that  language 
in  the  bill? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  language  in  the 
bill  is  that  section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949 - 

Mr.  BYRD.  On  what  page  of  the  bill 
is  that  contained? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  at  page  6  of  the 
bill.  I  am  reading  from  subsection  (j) 
at  page  6: 

(j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949  and  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply. 

A  description  of  what  I  am  reading  is 
found  at  the  bottom  of  page  8  of  the  re¬ 
port. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  wish  the  Senator  from 
Florida  would  confine  himself  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill.  If  he  does  not  choose 
to  do  so  I  shall  get  my  information  from 
the  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  seeking  to  give 
the  Senator  the  information  which  he 
has  asked  for. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Senate  will  not  vote 
on  the  report;  it  will  vote  on  the  bill. 
If  the  language  is  contained  in  the  bill, 
then  we  should  be  able  to  find  it  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  found  at  page  6 
of  the  bill,  in  subsection  ( j ) ,  which  deals 
with  section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949.  The  bill  does  not  spell  out  the 


contents  of  that  section  of  the  1949  act, 
but  the  report  does  spell  out  the  section 
by  stating  that  that  section  requires  com¬ 
petitive  bidding.  That  is  made  clear  by 
the  section  of  the  report  which  I.  have 
just  read. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  so  that 
I  may  ask  a  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  was  present  when  I 
raised  a  question  as  to  a  specific  piece  of 
property  in  the  city  of  Albuquerque  that 
was  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
structing  a  Federal  building  on  it,  with 
the  possibility  that  a  5-  or  6-story 
building  would  be  built  on  it. 

Under  the  language  contained  in  the 
bill  would  there  have  to  be  some  sort  of 
competitive  bidding  on  that  several 
million-dollar  structure? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  would  have  to 
be  competitive  bidding,  and  after  the 
bidding  there  would  have  to  be  a  finding 
by  the  General  Services  Administrator 
that  the  particular  premises  would  serve 
the  Government  better  by  a  lower  rental 
per  year  over  a  period  of  years  than 
would  be  the  case  if  the  Government 
leased  similar  property  on  a  yearly  basis; 
and  that  the  Government  would,  in 
short,  come  out  with  the  property  paid 
off  at  a  lower  rental  than  would  other¬ 
wise  be  payable. 

I  call  the  particular  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  to  this  language 
at  the  top  of  page  9,  beginning  at  line  3 : 

The  financial  transactions  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the 
accounting  and  auditing  requirements  of  the 
Post  Office  Department  Financial  Control 
Act  of  1950  (act  of  Aug.  17,  1950,  ch.  735,  81st 
Cong.,  2d  sess.). 

Mr.  BYRD.  Does  it  exempt  the  Post 
Office  Department  from  an  auditing  by 
the  Comptroller  General’s  Office? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  does  not. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Why  should  the  Post 
Office  Department  audit  its  own  ac¬ 
counts? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Each  department  of 
the  United  States  Government,  as  a  rule, 
has  its  own  auditing  department,  and  an 
auditing  law  that  applies  to  it.  How¬ 
ever,  there  is  an  overall  auditing  law 
that  lies  back  of  all  of  the  departments, 
which  provides  that  the  Comptroller 
General  has  the  duty  to  audit  the  ac¬ 
counts  of  each  of  the  departments.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture,  for  example, 
and  every  other  large  department  of 
Government,  has  its  own  auditing  de¬ 
partment.  That  is  set  up  under  the  law. 

Here  there  is  a  specific  reference  made 
to  the  fact  that  there  shall  be  an  ac¬ 
counting  and  auditing  of  the  transac¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  only  a  few 
more  things  to  say  and  then  I  shall  be 
through.  I  also  call  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  to  the  fact 
that  the  Senator  from  California  was 
exactly  correct  when  he  said  that  all 
these  transactions  are,  in  their  ultimate 


analysis,  subject  again  to  the  overall  ac¬ 
counting  authority  of  GAO. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  is  one  more 
point  I  should  like  to  make.  In  the  an¬ 
nual  reports  of  these  transactions  the 
fullest  information  is  required  to  be 
given  to  Congress.  If  there  is  any  evi¬ 
dence  of  misuse  or  abuse  of  authority 
Congress  must  be  advised  of  it. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  auditing  show 
the  actual  cost  of  the  building? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  auditing  will 
show  all  the  facts. 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
bill  to  indicate  that. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  All  the  facts. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  it  show  specifically 
the  cost  of  the  building? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  cannot  say  about 
that. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  the  point  I  am 
discussing. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Virginia 
that  what  the  Post  Office  Department 
will  be  interested  in  getting  and  what 
GAO  will  be  interested  in  getting  will 
be  facilities  at  a  cheaper  price  un¬ 
der  this  system  than  has  been  possible 
under  the  other  system,  and  those  bet¬ 
ter  facilities  will  belong  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  at  the  end  of  a  period  of  years, 
and  will  have  been  obtained  at  an  ex¬ 
penditure  of  less  money  year  after  year 
than  would  have  been  paid  out  by  the 
helter-skelter  leasing  authority  now  in 
force. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  with  respect  to  the  questions 
asked  by  the  Senator  from  Virginia,  that 
after  being  in  the  Senate  a  little  more 
than  a  year  I  am  not  fully  acquainted 
with  the  authority  and  responsibility  of 
the  Federal  Comptroller  General. 

I  should  like  to  say,  however,  that 
with  respect  to  the  contracts  permitted 
under  the  pending  bill,  the  responsi¬ 
bility  and  the  authority  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  remain  exactly  the  same 
and  are  certainly  not  diminished  at  all 
by  the  bill.  They  remain  exactly  the 
same  as  his  authority  and  responsibility 
to  audit  all  the  other  purchase  contracts 
of  every  other  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  restrictions  with  respect  to 
committee  approval  of  contracts  above 
a  certain  amount  follow  in  their  the¬ 
ories,  purchases  made  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense,  which  are,  heaven 
knows,  millions  of  dollars  greater.  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  where  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  devotes  great  sums 
of  money  to  annual  rental  payments,  as 
it  has  the  right  to  do,  after  having  ap¬ 
proval  from  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees,  it  will  do  it  and  has  done  it  in 
exactly  the  same  fashion  as  the  Post¬ 
master  General  or  the  General  Services 
Administration  will  do  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  fur¬ 
ther? 

Mi-.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  May  I  ask  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  from  Virginia  to  listen 
just  a  moment.  I  gave  him  the  section 
of  the  bill  which  requires  competitive 
bidding  with  reference  to  the  General 
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Services  Administration.  I  did  not  fol¬ 
low  out  that  point  with  reference  to  the 
Post  Office  Department.  It  is  found  on 
page  15  of  the  bill  in  subsection  (b)  of 
section  207,  with  reference  to  activities 
of  the  Post  Office  Department.  It  pro¬ 
vides  : 

(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended  (41  0.  S.  C.  5),  shall  apply  (1) 
to  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  lease- 
purchase  agreements,  under  authority  of 
section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease 
agreements  entered  into  under  authority  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  section  203  (a)  of  this 
title. 

The  report  states,  on  page  9,  about  10 
lines  from  the  bottom: 

Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  makes  sec¬ 
tion  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (requiring 
advertising  for  bids  on  public  contracts)  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  lease  purchase  and  term- 
lease  agreements  provided  for  in  title  II. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  point  I  have  been 
making  is  that  the  rentals  are  not  based 
necessarily  upon  the  actual  cost  of  the 
property.  No  one  denies  that.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  bill  which  requires  the 
cost  of  the  property  to  be  made  known. 
The  Senator  from  California  is  entirely 
correct,  I  think,  in  saying  that  the 
Comptroller  General’s  authority  is  not 
changed  by  this  bill.  But  his  authority 
runs  only  to  the  legality  of  an  expendi¬ 
ture.  The  Comptroller  General  can  in¬ 
vestigate  and  ascertain  whether  an  ex¬ 
penditure  is  made  in  accordance  with 
law. 

Mi-.  KUCHEL.  Is  there  similar  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  law  today  with  respect  to 
the  Defense  Department? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  really  do  not  know;  but 
I  think  this  bill  contemplates  something 
entirely  different  from  regular  purchases 
by  the  Government.  This  is  something 
on  which  we  are  acting  20  years  in  ad¬ 
vance.  We  say  to  a  contractor,  “You  put 
up  a  building,  and  we  will  pay  you  a 
rental  for  it,  and  when  the  rental  reaches 
the  cost  of  the  building  it  becomes  the 
property  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment.” 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  so  that 
I  may  ask  the  Senator  from  Virginia  a 
question? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  follow  up  this 
point. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Virginia  feel 
that  the  Comptroller  General  would  have 
the  responsibility  of  inquiring,  under  the 
general  language  on  page  2  of  the  bill 
which  provides  for  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  determining  the  cost  of 
space  and  whether  the  permanent  ac¬ 
tivities  cannot  be  satisfactorily  carried 
on  with  existing  property,  and  so  forth? 
Does  not  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
think  that  would  authorize  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  to  be  a  watchdog? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  do  not  think  it  would 
authorize  him  to  see  that  the  contract 
had  been  based  on  the  initial  cost.  It 
would  have  to  be  written  into  the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  not  the  Senator 
think  that  competitive  bids - 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  may  not  be  any 
competitive  bids. 


I  was  under  a  misconception  regarding 
the  bill.  I  did  not  understand  that  prof¬ 
its  were  to  be  made  by  the  contractor. 
It  now  seems  that  the  contractor  does 
make  a  profit.  He  would  not  want  to 
make  a  contract  if  he  did  not  make  a 
profit.  I  think  we  should  write  into  the 
bill  language  which  would  provide  that 
the  purpose  is  that  the  contract  is  based 
on  the  initial  cost  of  the  property,  and 
then,  if  we  want  to  add  a  reasonable 
profit,  all  right.  But  it  seems  to  me  that 
under  this  language  an  abnormal  profit 
could  be  made  on  an  unreasonable  basis. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pot¬ 
ter  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  What  is  the  pend¬ 
ing  question?  Has  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  been  offered? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
majority  leader  will  yield,  I  will  offer  the 
amendment  now  so  that  it  may  be  the 
pending  question  when  the  Senate  re¬ 
sumes  its  session  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  the 
committee  amendments  have  been 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  if  my 
colleague  will  yield  before  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  offers  his  amendment,  I 
should  like  to  offer  a  technical  amend¬ 
ment,  which  is  at  the  desk,  changing 
“1953”  to  “1954.”  I  ask  to  have  that 
amendment  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  5,  line  20, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “1953”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “1954.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  offered  an 
amendment,  which  is  the  pending  ques¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  all  of  lines 
11-19,  inclusive,  and  to  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

(e)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment  calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more 
than  $20,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed 
under  this  section  unless  it  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted,  30  days  prior  to  its  effective  date, 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  for 
appropriate  reference  to  committees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment. 


4607 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  was 
my  understanding  that  the  majority 
leader  had  intended  to  recess  at  this 
horn-,  and  that  consideration  of  the 
amendment  would  be  resumed  tomorrow. 
Therefore,  I  am  quite  agreeable  to  yield¬ 
ing  the  floor  to  the  majority  leader  for 
that  purpose. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  Senators  who  desire  to  make  in¬ 
sertions  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Would  it  not  be  possible 
for  us  to  have  developed  the  reason  for 
offering  the  amendment  and  the  purpose 
of  it,  and  perhaps  to  have  a  word  or  two 
about  it  in  the  Record,  before  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  considered  tomorrow?  I  wonder 
if  that  would  meet  the  convenience  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  No.  I  should  much 
prefer  that  the  discussion  be  continuous 
tomorrow,  and  that  there  be  present  as 
many  Senators  as  possible,  because  there 
is  very  general  interest  in  the  whole 
proposal. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  only  point  I  have  in 
mind  is  that  there  are  always  many  Sen¬ 
ators  who  are  engaged  in  committee 
meetings  and  who  are  not  available  when 
the  Senate  convenes.  I  had  hoped  that 
the  Record  of  today,  which  will  be  avail¬ 
able  tomorrow  morning,  would  contain 
an  explanation  of  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  and  perhaps  arguments 
against  it,  which  would  be  available  to 
Senators  who  are  not  on  the  floor  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  might  respond  to 
my  esteemed  friend,  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana,  by  say¬ 
ing  that  the  amendment  is  very  simple. 

I  may  say  also  that  there  will  appear  in 
the  Record  of  today’s  proceedings,  some¬ 
where  near  this  point,  a  letter  from  the 
Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
constitutionality  of  the  amendment.  I 
think  the  memorandum  furnished  by 
him  will  afford  an  ample  explanation  to 
provide  a  very  good  background  for  the 
discussion  tomororw. 

Mr.  LONG.  Are  we  to  understand 
that  the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is 
to  deny  to  the  Senate  and  House  com¬ 
mittees  the  check  they  would  have  under 
the  proposed  legislation  on  contracts 
amounting  to  $20,000  a  year  or  more? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  No ;  that  is  not  quite 
accurate.  It  would  provide,  of  course, 
that  the  contracts  shall  be  submitted 
to  Congress.  They  will  all  have  to  be 
submitted  to  the  President  of  the  Senate 
and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  and  to  have  been  pending 
for  30  days  before  they  shall  be  actually 
executed.  They  would,  thereby,  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Congressional  Record  and 
could  be  investigated  by  anyone  who 
might  be  interested  in  them.  But  there 
would  be  no  requirement  for  an  agree¬ 
ment  by  committees  of  the  Senate  or  the 
House,  because  I  would  esteem  that  to 
be  a  very  definite  and  clear-cut  infringe¬ 
ment  of  the  executive  and  administra¬ 
tive  power. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  am  one  who  has  exer¬ 
cised  the  same  type  of  authority  in  the 
past  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
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Armed  Services.  I  could  cite  the  Sena¬ 
tor  many  examples  of  the  committee 
having  saved  the  Government  from  very 
unfortunate  situations,  had  the  money 
been  spent  without  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  having  had  the  opportunity  to  exam¬ 
ine  the  authorizations  to  purchase. 

I  had  hoped  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
would  consider  this  proposal  in  the  light 
of  the  experience  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

When  I  was  chairman  of  a  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  subcommittee  held  up  as 
much  as  $100  million  in  authorizations, 
which  the  Secretary  of  Defense  subse¬ 
quently  saw  fit  to  withdraw.  I  believe 
most  of  that  $100  million  would  have 
been  wasted  had  the  money  been  spent 
without  having  had  the  matter  further 
considered  by  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  and  determining  whether  it  was 
actually  necessary  to  spend  all  that 
money. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  think  that  when 
that  provision  was  inserted,  it  related, 
first  of  all,  entirely  to  military  construc¬ 
tion  at  the  time.  That  is  specialized 
property,  to  be  sure.  The  same  prob¬ 
lems  certainly  would  not  arise  as  would 
arise  in  the  case  of  ordinary  Government 
property  scattered  throughout  nearly 
every  town  in  the  country,  where  pres¬ 
sures,  political  and  otherwise,  will  be 
used  and  will  be  readily  manifest.  I 
think  the  situation  is  entirely  different. 

I  still  maintain  that  it  was  done  under 
circumstances  in  which  it  was  difficult 
for  the  Chief  Executive  to  veto  the  bill, 
in  order  to  knock  out  an  objectionable 
provision. 

I  am  confident,  in  the  light  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  which  has  come  from  the  Office  of 
the  Attorney  General  this  afternoon, 
that  the  question  will  be  raised.  It 
ought  to  be  raised.  I  think  many  of  us 
have,  from  time  to  time,  scolded  because 
of  the  invasion  of  the  legislative  author¬ 
ity  by  the  executive  branch.  I  do  not 
wish  to  be  in  the  unhappy  and  inconsist¬ 
ent  position,  if  I  have  a  conviction  on  a 
subject,  of  insisting  on  putting  the  same 
thing  into  law  to  which  I  have  objected 
year  after  year  for  almost  20  years. 

I  shall  resume  my  discussion  of  the 
amendment  tomorrow. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  I  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wish  to  make  a 
short  answering  statement,  if  I  may,  in 
connection  with  the  amendment,  to  ful¬ 
fill  the  purpose  stated  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Not  only  is  it  true  that  a  similar  pro¬ 
vision  has  been  in  the  law  and  has  func¬ 
tioned  successfully  for  some  years  in 
connection  with  defense  property — and 
I  invite  the  attention  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Illinois — 
but  that  provision  has  been  much 
broader.  It  has  covered  many  more 
types  of  transactions  than  are  proposed 
to  be  covered  by  the  provision  in  the 
pending  measure. 

Mr.  President,  I -ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  as  a 


part  of  my  remarks,  the  text  of  section 
601,  title  VI,  of  the  military  public-works 
law,  showing  five  classes  of  cases  which 
are  covered  by  the  review  power  which 
is  now  given  to  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees  in  dealing  with  property  which 
is  not  at  all  necessarily  special-use  prop¬ 
erty,  I  may  remind  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Illinois;  some  of  it  relates 
to  the  rental  of  general-use  office  build¬ 
ings,  of  exactly  the  type  which  are  in¬ 
volved  in  this  instance.  „ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Military  Public  Works  Law — Title  VI 

Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy,  or  the  Administrator  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Civil  Defense  Administration,  as  the 
case  may  be,  or  his  designee,  shall  come 
into  agreement  with  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to 
those  real-estate  actions  by  or  for  the  use 
of  the  military  departments  or  the  Federal 
Civil  Defense  Administration  that  are  de¬ 
scribed  in  (a)  through  (e)  below,  and  in  the 
manner  therein  described. 

(a)  Acquisitions  of  real  property  where 
fee  title  is  to  be  acquired  for  an  amount 
estimated  to  be  in  excess  of  $25,000.  In 
those  cases  where  individual  acquisitions  are 
to  be  made  as  part  of  a  project,  the  agree¬ 
ment  to  be  reached  shall  be  based  on  general 
plans  for  the  project,  which  shall  include  an 
estimate  of  the  total  cost  of  the  lands  to 
be  acquired. 

(b)  Leases  to  the  United  States  of  real 
property  where  the  estimated  annual  rental 
is  in  excess  of  $25,000.  In  those  cases  where 
individual  leases  are  to  be  made  as  part 
of  a  project,  the  agreement  to  be  reached 
shall  be  based  on  general  plans  for  the  proj¬ 
ect,  which  shall  include  an  estimate  of  the 
total  cost  of  the  leases  to  be  made. 

(c)  Leases  of  Government-owned  real 
property  where  the  estimated  annual  rental 
is  in  excess  of  $25,000. 

(d)  Transfers  of  Government-owned  real 
property  with  an  estimated  value  in  excess 
of  $25,000  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
military  departments  or  the  Federal  Civil 
Defense  Administration,  which  are  to  be 
made  to  other  Federal  agencies,  or  to  States, 
including  transfers  between  the  military  de¬ 
partments. 

(e)  Reports  to  a  disposal  agency  of  excess 
Government-owned  real  property  with  an 
estimated  value  in  excess  of  $25,000. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  heard  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  say  this 
afternoon  that  he  objected  to  delegating 
authority  to  the  two  committees,  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works. 
Based  upon  these  other  matters,  which 
are  the  only  ones  covered  by  the  provi¬ 
sion  which  he  seeks  to  strike  or  to  have 
modified,  I  wish  to  call  his  attention  to 
the  fact  that  apparently  he  would  prefer 
to  delegate  the  whole  matter  to  an  exec¬ 
utive  agency,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  Congress  is  being  asked  in  the  bill 
to  surrender  its  authority,  which  it  un¬ 
doubtedly  has,  item  by  item,  authoriza¬ 
tion  by  authorization,  and  appropriation 
by  appropriation,  although,  of  course,  it 
does  retain  its  control  over  appropria¬ 
tions.  However,  it  is  asked  to  relinquish 
to  an  excutive  agency  the  authority  al¬ 
ways  retained  by  Congress,  and  now  held 
by  it,  to  pass  upon  individual  authoriza¬ 
tions  in  this  field,  as  has  been  the  rule 
and  as  has  been  the  law  heretofore. 


It  seems  to  me  that  the  position  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
wholly  inconsistent,  in  that  he  proposes 
freely  to  delegate  the  whole  power  of  the 
placing  of  contracts  in  such  a  way  as  to 
deprive  Congress  of  its  authority  and 
jurisdiction,  except  as  to  its  appropria¬ 
tion  authority  in  the  construction  of 
public  buildings,  including  post-office 
buildings,  in  the  several  fields  covered  by 
the  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Who  has  the  floor? 

Mr.  HILL.  Will  the  Senator  from 
California  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  quite  completed  my  statement. 

Let  me  say  to  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  that  I  think  I  speak 
for  every  member  of  the  committee — I 
am  sure  I  speak  for  a  great  majority 
of  the  membership  of  the  committee— 
when  I  say  we  would  not  have  approved 
the  bill  unless  there  was  a  retention  of 
some  legislative  control  over  these  larger 
projects.  If  the  Senator  wishes  to  have 
a  real  fight  on  the  subsequent  question 
of  excluding  from  the  field  of  this  bill 
construction,  rental,  and  purchase  and 
sale  projects  which  would  be  affected  by 
his  amendment,  so  that  the  bill  would 
apply  only  to  lesser  building  projects 
and  to  lesser  post  office  rentals  and  lease- 
purchase  projects,  he  is  certainly  assured 
of  such  a  fight  if  he  presses  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  i-ecognizes  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota,  with  the  understanding  that  I  do 
not  lose  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  under  those  conditions. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  respond¬ 
ing  briefly  to  the  suggestion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  that  the  Record 
tonight  should  indicate  the  objections  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  I  may  say,  first  of  all,  that  I  inher¬ 
ited  the  job  which  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  had  as  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  to  which  was  assigned 
the  responsibility  of  passing  on  mili¬ 
tary  construction  projects,  to  which  ref¬ 
erence  has  been  made.  Growing  out  of 
that  experience,  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  that  if  he  knew  of 
the  many,  many  instances  in  which  the 
operations  of  that  committee  have  re¬ 
sulted  in  savings  to  the  United  States 
Government,  I  think  he  would  not  want 
to  offer  his  amendment.  Instead  of  of¬ 
fering  that  amendment,  he  might  have 
offered  one  setting  up  some  standards 
the  committee  might  use  as  guides  for 
determining  whether  or  not  a  need  ex¬ 
isted,  and  whether  or  not  a  contract  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Government  was  a  good 
one. 

I  may  also  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  as  of  today  the  committee 
is  confronted  with  a  request  from  the 
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military  departments  for  guaranteed 
rental  housing  in  Europe,  which  request 
does  not  appeal  to  the  committee. 

A  few  years  ago  Congress  passed  an 
act  which  authorized  a  $100  million  lia¬ 
bility  to  be  incurred  by  the  Government 
in  entering  into  rental  agreements  with 
sponsors  of  housing  projects  in  Europe. 
The  committee  was  confronted  with  a  re¬ 
quest  for  clearance — that  is  the  term  we 
use  in  the  committee — of  a  program  in¬ 
volving  several  thousand  housing  units. 
The  committee  declined  to  give  clear¬ 
ance  to  that  many,  and  limited  the  guar¬ 
anty  of  occupancy  to  5  years. 

Now  we  are  confronted  with  a  request 
that  the  Government  incur  greater  lia¬ 
bility  by  guaranteeing  rental  occupancy 
for  7,  10,  or  15  years,  which  would  add  to 
the  contingent  liabilities  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  committee,  those 
contracts  would  be  made  under  the  ex¬ 
isting  authority,  which  has  a  $100,000 
limitation,  by  the  several  branches  of 
the  armed  services. 

I  shall  give  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
another  illustration.  His  own  memory 
must  go  back  to  the  time  when  the 
Lafayette  building  was  constructed  in 
Washington.  The  Reconstruction  Fi¬ 
nance  Corporation  was  approached  by 
certain  individuals,  who  asked  that  they 
be  granted  a  loan  of  money  so  that  they 
might  construct  a  building,  with  an 
equity  of  not  over  $100,000,  if  my  mem¬ 
ory  is  correct,  which  building  in  turn 
would  be  rented  to  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  can  hear  his  own  voice. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  CASE.  If  my  memory  is  correct, 
certain  individuals  obtained  a  loan  of 
$15  million  from  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation,  and  then  got  a 
lease  agreement  with  the  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation  for  the  occu¬ 
pancy  of  the  building.  The  rental  was 
guaranteed  so  that  at  the  end  of  a  cer¬ 
tain  number  of  years  the  building  would 
be  entirely  paid  for.  Those  who  con¬ 
structed  it  had  but  a  small  equity  in  it; 
but  they  had  a  nice  management  con¬ 
tract.  I  never  thought  that  added  too 
much  to  the  luster  of  Jesse  Jones,  who 
approved  the  deal,  but  his  defense  was 
that  the  arrangement  had  been  worked 
up  by  some  of  the  men  in  the  RFC,  and 
that  the  RFC  would  pay  a  lesser  amount 
in  total  rent  than  they  would  have  to 
otherwise.  However,  the  loan  meant  a 
$15  million  gift  to  certain  individuals, 
or  approximately  that  amount. 

I  know  of  a  military  housing  project 
on  which  the  FHA  insured  a  loan  for 
$3,100,000,  which  was  made  in  order  to 
build  housing  to  serve  military  workers 
on  a  certain  military  installation.  The 
individuals  concerned  contended  at  the 
time  that  it  was  a  Government  instru¬ 
mentality,  so  that  they  came  under  the 
operations  of  the  Walsh -Healey  Act  and 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  in  dealing  with 
labor.  But  when  the  assessor  proposed 
to  assess  the  property,  they  said,  “No; 
it  is  a  Government  instrumentality.  You 
cannot  assess  it.”  When  they  were 


turned  down  on  that  proposition,  they 
said  to  the  assessor,  “This  property  cost 
us  only  $992,000.”  less  than  a  million 
dollars;  and  yet  they  had  received  an 
insured  loan  through  the  FHA  of 
$3,100,000. 

The  reason  why  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  desired  to  provide  a  restric¬ 
tion  was  in  order  that  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  or  the  Post  Office 
Department  would  not,  without  some  in¬ 
spection  by  a  committee  of  the  Congress, 
enter  into  contracts  with  contractors 
who  wanted  to  make  arrangements 
whereby  they  could  get  a  guaranteed 
rental  from  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  a  certain  period  of  years,  at  a 
figure  which  would  insure  them  rental, 
profit,  taxes,  and  the  other  costs  which 
are  part  of  the  operation. 

As  one  of  our  former  colleagues  in  the 
House,  Jim  Wadsworth,  said,  the  Consti¬ 
tution  gave  to  the  Congress  the  control 
of  the  purse  and  the  sword.  Without 
the  restrictions  provided  in  it  the  bill 
would  take  away  from  the  Congress  con¬ 
trol  of  the  purse,  and  give  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  an 
unlimited  right  to  make  contracts  for 
buildings  throughout  the  country,  both 
for  the  General  Services  Administration 
and  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Reference  has  been  made  as  to  how 
this  could  be.  The  other  day  the  Eve¬ 
ning  Star  carried  a  story - 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  ask  how  much  longer  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  will  take  to  make 
his  argument? 

Mr.  CASE.  About  45  seconds. 

The  other  evening  the  Star  carried  a 
story  to  the  effect  that  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administrator  envisioned  a  $3  bil¬ 
lion  construction  program.  I  submit 
that  Congress  ought  not  to  give  the  head 
of  any  governmental  agency  the  right  to 
engage  in  a  $3  billion  program  and  cre¬ 
ate  liabilities  for  the  Government  with¬ 
out  a  review  by  a  congressional  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  with¬ 
out  losing  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  every¬ 
thing  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  said  absolutely  begs  the  question 
which  is  before  the  Senate.  Everything 
the  Senator  from  Florida  has  said  ab¬ 
solutely  misses  the  point.  We  have  the 
power  here  to  do  anything  we  want,  but 
what  has  been  done  in  connection  with 
this  bill  is  to  write  into  it  language  that 
takes  into  the  arms  of  Congress  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  authority  it  does  not  have 
under  the  Constitution.  I  defy  anyone 
who  had  anything  to  do  with  the  bill  to 
make  anything  else  out  of  the  language 
appearing  in  subsection  (e). 

Mr.  President,  President  Truman 
vetoed  a  bill  on  that  ground  in  1952,  and 
his  veto  was  sound,  because  Congress 
had  taken  unto  itself  an  executive  veto, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  over  a  ministerial 
function. 

I  have  before  me  a  letter  from  the 
Attorney  General  which  bears  out  that 
opinion,  and  obviously  all  the  argument 


that  has  been  made  begs  the  question 
completely  and  does  not  come  to  grips 
with  what  is  before  us  in  subsection  (e). 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  this 
time  Senators  may  introduce  bills  and 
make  various  routine  insertions  in  the 
Record,  if  they  so  desire. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  intended 
to  be  proposed  by  me  to  the  lease- 
purchase  bill.  The  amendment  would 
add  a  new  title  to  the  bill.  At  this  time 
I  wish  to  make  a  brief  explanation  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  wish  to 
have  the  amendment  read? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No.  I  ask  to  have 
the  amendment  printed  and  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  Senate  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed, 
and  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  make  a  brief  explanation  of  the 
amendment. 

In  my  opinion,  one  of  the  weaknesses 
of  the  bill,  as  reported  by  the  committee, 
arises  from  the  fact  that  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  the  possibility  of  placing  a  very 
heavy  burden  upon  municipalities.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  time  the  Government  is  partici¬ 
pating  in  a  lease-purchase  contract,  the 
taxes  will  be  paid  on  the  facility  that  is 
constructed,  and  the  taxes  will  be  paid 
at  the  normal,  going  tax  rates.  But 
under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  it  will  be 
possible  for  the  Government  to  accel¬ 
erate  the  purchase,  and  thereby  reduce 
to  a  term  of  10  years  a  contract  which 
otherwise  might  run  for  20  years.  Once 
the  Government  obtains  title  to  the 
property,  then,  under  the  bill,  the  prop¬ 
erty  is  not  taxable. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  suggesting  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  permit  itself  to  be  taxed  in  the 
case  of  buildings  in  which  it  conducts 
governmental  operations? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  nature  of  the  bill,  it  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  construction  by  private  con¬ 
tractors  of  facilities  to  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States  will  not 
obtain  title  until  such  time  as  they  are 
paid  for.  During  that  period  of  time, 
so  the  bill  provides,  taxes  will  be  paid 
on  the  buildings  by  their  owners. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  did  not  yield  for  debate.  I  requested 
and  obtained  unanimous  consent  that  at 
this  time  Senators  might  introduce  bills 
and  make  sundry  insertions  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord. 

How  much  longer  does  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  wish  to  proceed? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  not  want 
more  than  2  minutes. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Very  well. 
Then,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  may  proceed  for  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
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ordered;  and  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  may  proceed.  .  ... 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  watch  the 
clock  carefully. 

Mr.  President,  until  Congress  and  the 
administration  arrive  at  a  formula  for 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  in  view  of  the 
constant  growth  of  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  ownership  of  real  estate  in  the 
United  States,  the  bill  must  contain  some 
provision — for  the  bill  may  very  well 
open  up  a  tremendous  construction  pro¬ 
gram— to  protect  the  rights  of  munici¬ 
palities  to  have  some  revenue  from  real 
estate.  In  municipality  after  munici¬ 
pality  there  is  trust  after  trust  and 
philanthropic  organization  after  philan¬ 
thropic  organization  and  university  after 
university,  all  owning  real  estate.  All 
that  real  estate  is  not  subject  to  taxes, 
and  such  holdings  have  in  large  degree 
taken  over  the  center  of  many  cities. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  do  not  yield  for  further  debate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  allowed  2  minutes,  and  I  wish 
to  speak  for  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  1  minute 
remaining. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
say  we  are  literally  opening  a  Pandora’s 
box,  in  terms  of  liquidating  the  ability 
of  the  municipalities  to  provide  for  rev¬ 
enue. 

I  have  an  amendment  which  provides 
that  the  Government  shall  continue  to 
pay  taxes,  on  the  regular  tax  schedule, 
until  Congress  arrives  at  a  formula  for 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes.  I  will  not 
agree  to  permit  any  longer  what  has  been 
the  constant  encroachment  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  upon  municipalities, 
absorbing  the  tax  base,  paying  little  or 
nothing  to  the  municipalities,  and 
thereby  putting  a  very  definite  hardship 
upon  the  taxpayers  of  the  municipalities, 
who  must  take  care  of  the  municipal 
services. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
expired. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  this 
time  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]  may  address  the  Senate  for  1 
minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Jersey,  but  I  think  I  have  occupied 
enough  of  the  time  of  the  Senate  today. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
at  this  time  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  for 
further  insertions  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  further  routine  matters  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted? 


IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  JEWELED 
WATCH  INDUSTRY  TO  THE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  DEFENSE 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
if  there  are  no  routine  matters  to  be 
submitted  at  this,  time,  I  ask  unanimous 


consent  that  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  may  proceed  for  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered;  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DANGER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  Congressional 
Record  for  April  6  there  appears  some 
material  that  has  a  most  peculiar  an¬ 
cestry.  It  is  important  to  our  national 
security  that  the  peculiar  ancestry  of 
the  material  be  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate.  Moreover,  it  is  my  strong 
conviction  that  the  background  of  how 
this  material  came  to  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  is  a  matter  which  should  be  in¬ 
vestigated  most  carefully  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee. 

The  material  to  which  I  refer  raises 
grave  questions  as  to  whether  our  do¬ 
mestic  jeweled  watch  industry  is  a  nec¬ 
essary  part  of  our  national  defense  pic¬ 
ture. 

Among  other  things,  the  material  has 
the  effect  of  questioning  the  truthfulness 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall],  and  also  has  the  effect  of 
questioning  his  understanding  of  na¬ 
tional  defense  matters.  I  doubt  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  who  inserted  the 
material  in  the  Record  was  aware  of 
this,  but  such  are  the  facts. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall] 
wrote  to  the  Tariff  Commission  and 
stated  that  the  jeweled  watch  industry 
is  an  industry  vital  to  our  national  de¬ 
fense. 

Mr. ‘President,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  letter  written  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Massachusetts  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Your  Commission  has  before  it  the  im¬ 
portant  question  of  whether  our  national 
security  requires  an  increase  in  the  tariff 
on  jeweled-watch  and  clock  movements  so 
as  to  insure  the  maintenance  of  this  indus¬ 
try  within  our  borders  at  the  minimum  level 
essential  to  our  defense  needs. 

The  National  Security  Resources  Board  has 
found  that  precision  jeweled  movements  are 
essential  to  the  security  of  the  Nation  in 
wartime.  The  Board  has  also  found  that  the 
usual  standby  facilities  approach  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  maintaining  a  mobilization  base  is 
unsuited  to  the  requirements  of  this  sit¬ 
uation. 

Two  unique  factors  prompted  this  determ¬ 
ination.  First,  the  long  training  time  re¬ 
quired  for  the  development  of  watchmaking 
skills,  and,  secondly,  a  necessity  of  workers 
being  continually  engaged  in  producing 
jeweled  watch  movements  in  order  to  main¬ 
tain  their  skills  in  this  precision  work. 

For  these  reasons,  the  Board  concluded 
that  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  interests  of 
national  security  to  permit  workers  in  this 
industry  to  become  scattered  or  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  some  other  line  of  work  not  requir¬ 
ing  the  same  type  erf  highly  developed  skill. 

Since  1951,  domestic  production  of  jeweled 
movements  has  dropped  by  30  percent,  and 
employment  in  the  jeweled  watchmaking  in¬ 
dustry  by  38  percent.  Today,  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  of  jeweled  movements  supply  but  20 
percent  of  the  domestic  market. 

As  a  Senator  from  Massachusetts,  I  am 
concerned  with  the  future  of  an  industry 
which  employs  many  good  citizens  of  Massa¬ 


chusetts.  A  threat  to  their  livelihood  must, 
naturally,  give  me  serious  concern. 

As  chairman  'of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  however,  I  am  concerned 
with  the  national  importance  of  preserving 
within  our  borders,  an  industry  vital  to  our 
national  defense. 

The  American  watchmaking  Industry  is  a 
unique  component  of  our  vast  industrial 
machine.  It,  alone,  is  capable  of  producing 
the  timepieces  and  the  many  other  small 
precision  time  mechanisms  which  our  ex¬ 
perience  has  shown  us  to  be  essential  to  our 
national  defense.  Our  military  leaders  have 
told  us  that  the  precision  instruments  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  American  watchmaking  indus¬ 
try  in  large  quantities  during  World  War  II 
were  indispensable  to  the  successful  con¬ 
clusion  of  that  war. 

Responsible  Government  agencies  which 
have  examined  the  essentiality  of  the  watch¬ 
making  industry  have  agreed  that  it  is  in  the 
national  interest  to  maintain  the  industry  at 
a  level  of  production  which  will  insure  a 
reservoir  of  workers  skilled  in  the  crafts  of 
watchmaking. 

You  are,  I  am  sure,  familiar  with  the  plight 
of  Great  Britain  during  the  Second  World 
War,  in  this  vital  matter.  Before  the  war, 
the  English  watchmaking  industry  was  be¬ 
set  with  problems  similar  to  those  facing 
our  own  today,  deteriorated  to  the  point  of 
nonexistence.  England  was  dependent  on 
the  American  watchmaking  industry  to  sat¬ 
isfy,  in  part  at  least,  the  tremendous  defense 
needs  for  precision  instruments. 

With  that  awful  experience  behind  them, 
drastic  measures  have  been  instituted  to  re¬ 
vive  the  English  industry  solely  because  of 
considerations  of  the  national  security  of 
Great  Britain. 

Up  to  8  years  is  required  to  train  certain 
of  the  craftsmen  upon  which  the  watch¬ 
making  process  depends.  Obviously,  a  re¬ 
serve  of  workers  skilled  in  watchmaking 
techniques  cannot  be  developed  on  an  emer¬ 
gency  basis.  To  maintain  a  safe  level  of 
men  skilled  in  these  techniques,  the  indus¬ 
try  must  be  permitted  to  exist  on  a  con¬ 
tinuing  basis.  The  economic  trials  of  the 
American  watchmaking  industry  have 
caused  many  young  men  who  might,  in  the 
normal  course  of  events,  have  chosen  watch¬ 
making  as  a  vocation,  to  turn  instead  to 
other  industries  which  have  not  been 
plagued  with  the  misfortunes  that  have 
befallen  the  watchmaking  industry. 

Can  it  be  said  these  misfortunes  are  not 
due,  in  large  part,  to  an  unrealistic  tariff 
policy? 

It  may  well  be  argued  that  the  free-trade 
policy  to  which  the  United  States  has  sub¬ 
scribed  is  inconsistent  with  any  increase  in 
tariff  rates,  even  for  reasons  of  national  secu¬ 
rity.  The  preservation  of  a  proper  defense 
posture  is,  however,  accepted  as  a  proper 
and  valid  part  of  a  free-trade  policy. 

To  say  that  the  United  States  should  rely 
on  the  productive  capacity  of  a  foreign  na¬ 
tion,  however  friendly,  for  its  supply  of  Jet 
aircraft  would  inspire  the  deserved  wrath  of 
all  our  people,  no  matter  what  considerations 
might  have  prompted  the  adoption  of  that 
policy.  Is  not  the  situation  which  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  examining  today  one  that  differs 
in  degree  rather  than  in  kind?  If  imports 
of  jeweled  movements  continue  to  increase 
during  the  next  several  years  at  the  rate  at 
which  they  have  increased  during  the  past 
Several  years,  is  it  not  probable  that  the  skills 
of  our  highly  trained  watchmakers  will  be 
dissipated?  Can  we  find  the  time  necessary 
for  the  painstaking  redevelopment  of  those 
skills  in  another  national  emergency? 

Is  it  not  more  important  than  ever  before 
to  maintain  our  mobilization  readiness  to  a 
point  which  reduced  to  the  absolute  mini¬ 
mum  the  time  required  to  convert  from  a 
peacetime  to  a  wartime  economy? 

These,  In  my  Judgment,  are  all  questions 
which  require  thoughtful  consideration  in 
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1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  The  Appropri  ations  Committee  reported 

without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  £779,  and  the  Rules  Committee  reported  a  res¬ 
olution  for  its  consideration  without  points  of  order  (p.  D398),  Debate  op  the 
bill  is  to  begin  today,  following  consideration  of  D.  C,  bills.  The  ^ Daily 
Digest"  states  that  "if  a  record  vote  is  demanded  on  its  passage  on  Tuesday  then 
the  vote  will  be  deferred  until  Wednesday,  as  .Tuesday  is .primary  day  in  Illinois 

(p.  1400).  , 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Committee's  actions  on  the  estimates  for  the  Department,  Copies  of  the  bil  1 
committee  report,  and  hearings  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the  material 
at  the  same  tine  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not  be  distribu¬ 
ted  from,  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from  the  agency 
budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 

At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  summary  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions 
with  the. 1955  estimates  and  with  total  anticipated  funds  available  in  1954,  and 
excerpts  from  the  committee  report. 

/  :  SEDATE 

2.  BUILDINGS,  Continued  debate  on  I’,  R,  6342,  to  authorize  OS  A  to  provide  for  pri¬ 

vate  construction  of  buildings  with  lease  agreements  providing  for  gradual  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  buildings  by  the  Government,  Rejected,  8  to  60,  a  Dirksen  amend¬ 
ment  providing  for  a  waiting  period  before  effectuation  of  the  larger  contracts, 
in  lieu  .of  the  .committee  r e c onrme rd atio.rr  for  agreement  with  the  Public  Uorks  Com¬ 
mittees  on  such  contracts^  (pp,  4664-77.) 

3.  wO.OL  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Anderson  inserted  his  legislative  report  of  1946  . 

J  favoring  a  bill  to  authorize  direct  payments  in  connection  with  wool  supports 
(pp*  4683—4). 
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4.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.-  Sena  Humphrey  inserted  a;,  Wholesale  Grocers'  Assn,  letter  favorir* 

S.-  3079,  his  bill  !to  distribute  surplus  dairy  products  to  the  needy  (pp.4648-B 


.  /♦  i  .«*  •  ’  r  ** 

5.  FOREIGN  AID,  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  Res, 

.  214,  providing •  for  a  study  of  technical Wssistaftcye  programs  ( S .Rept ,1198, p ,4649) 


6,  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS .  A  substitute  conferee  was  appointed  on  K,  R,  £127,  the  road- 
authorizations  bill  (p.  4651),  i 


7,  FEES  AND  CHARGES,  Sen,  Bicker  inserted' .the  Resolution  of  .the  .Interstate:  and 
'  *  -Foreign  Commerce  Coririittqe  recommending  .postponement  of  the  Budget  Circular  on 
fees  'and  -charges  and  inserted  ‘tHe  Circular  (pp.,  4651-2)  ^  a  , , 


.  s  »  ■*  •  .» 


0#  -BANKING  AND  CURRENCY .  Seh;.  Humphrey  charged  "tight  credit  and  hard  money"  and 
'  ■  .said  this-  'policy  has  injured  'farmers,  arid,  others  (pp.  4654-64)..  . ,  ,  .  . 


9*  -FNIRD  SUPPLE.^ *EI FTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  195.4*  The  Appropriations,  .Committed  com—: 

^  ple-ted  hearings'  on  this  billy  H*‘  RV  8401/  and  is  to  mark  it  up  Apr.  13  (p,D396), 

•  *  »  '  *  •*,  «  *  *  *  *  '  '<  •  •  ’  *  * 

10,  RECESSED  iintil:  Hon.,.  Apr.,  12  (p,  4694),  legislative  program,  as  announced  by  A 
Sen.  Knowlandj  Lease-purchase,;  v/ool:  supports,  Carlson  personnel  bill,  '  Sugar 
Agreement;  no  session  Tues.  or  Fri.  (pp.  4676-7). 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


11,  FARR. LOANS.  S.  3239,  by  Sen.  Anderson,  to  authorize  USDA  to  insure  loans  for 

wells ;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Remarks  of  author, 
(pp.  4649-51.) 


12,  i.H EAT.  S.  3285,  by  Sen.  Neely,  to  donate  price-support  wheat  to  the  needy:  to 

Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p.  4&49). 

13.  CREDIT  UNIONS.  H,  R.  8724,  by  Rep.  Pelly  (introduced  Apr.  6),  to  require  bond- 

i/  el^LFederal  Credit  t0  Banking  and  Currency  Committee. 

34.  SABOiAGE.  H.  R.  8749,  by  Rep.  Poff  (introduced  Apr.  7),  to  amend' the  arrti- 
sabotage  law  so  as. to  include  forage,  forest  products,  standing  timber,  and 
.  water  and  to  make  it  applicable  to. times  of  emergency  as  well  as  during  war.  ^ 

tt  r  ITERS  IN  APPENDIX r' 

15#  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Sen.  Lehman  inserted  a  Dairymen's  League  News  (N.  Y.)  article 
^cuss,in£  some  "the  problems  of  milk  production  (pp.  A2735-6). 
iLCLA;  AT  ION.  Sen.  orse  inserted  G.  H.  Robinson's  speech  favoring  the  Hells  Can¬ 
yon  project . (pp.  A2737-8).  - 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Netcalf  favoring  Libby  Dam  (pp,  A2740-1). 
ben.  -  orse  inserted  a  Jordan  Farm  Bureau  Center  resolution  urging  aprropria' 
tions  for  continued  development  of  Hells  'Canyon  (p.  A2743). 

7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Rep.  Teague  inserted  N.  T.  Harrington's  (Texas  A&TT)  explanation 
oi  the  proposed  use  of  research  and  extension  appropriations  (p.  A2742), 


'  OTr,AO  .  COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  RjpLEA’SED  BY  GPO 

.•  SUGAR.  Executive  B,  International  Sugar  Agreement.  S.  Foreign  Relations  Com. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No.  I  think  this 
must  toe  clearly  documented.  Bank 
credit  was  increased,  but  productivity 
and  the  production  level  increased. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  So  the  general  price 
level,  or  the  average  of  the  wholesale 
and  retail  prices,  remained  stable  dur¬ 
ing  the  next  20  months. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
1  month  after  the  election  of  1952,  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  for  reasons  best 
known  to  itself,  proceeded  to  shrink  the 
money  base,  so  that  in  the  next  5  months 
there  was  a  contraction  of  active  bank 
credit  by  approximately  $4  billion? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing.  I  was  alluding  to  that,  as  the 
Senator  knows,  during  my  remarks  in 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  was  accompa¬ 
nied  by  a  Treasury  policy  of  increased 
interest  rates. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  there  were  two 
blows  which  came  at  the  same  time: 
contracting  credit,  with  a  recession,  and 
increased  interest  rates. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  at  least  pos¬ 
sible  that  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  and 
the  Treasury  moved  synchronously  in 
pursuit  of  a  common  plan? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  say  the 
Senator’s  powers  of  perception  are  un¬ 
usually  good,  now  as  ever. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  result  was  that 
during  that  period  of  1953,  when  pro¬ 
duction  was  expanding,  credit  was  con- 
tracting 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words,  the 
balance  which  had  been  maintained  prior 
to  that  time,  from  1951  through  1953, 
was  no  longer  in  play.  Credit  was  be¬ 
ing  constricted,  or  was  being  tied  in 
closer,  as  production  was  moving  up. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Was  not  that  a  cause 
of  the  contraction  which  occurred  later 
in  1953? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  in  terms  of  economic  contraction? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  terms  of  economic 
contraction:  yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  dip? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  believe  very 
strongly  that  it  was.  I  tried  to  point 
out  today  some  statistical  evidence  which 
would  bolster  that  point  of  view,  namely, 
first,  the  policy  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  now  speaks  of,  the  restricting  or 
contracting  of  the  credit  base;  and  sec¬ 
ond,  the  Treasury  policy  of  increased  in¬ 
terest  rates.  The  apparently  designed 
policy  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  and 
the  Treasury  not  to  have  the  amount 
of  credit  keep  pace  with  the  amount 
of  production,  has  resulted  in  a  con¬ 
traction  of,  a  dip  in,  a  readjustment  of, 
or  a  recession  in  the  economy. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Has  not  the  action  of 
the  Treasury  and  the  Federal  Reserve' 
Board  reminded  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  of  the  prescriptions  of  unskilled 
doctors,  who  alternately  treat  digestive 
difficulties  with  an  excess  of  castor  oil, 
and  then,  to  meet  that  situation,  pre¬ 
scribe  an  excess  of  bismuth?  Would  it 
not  be  better  to  maintain  the  organism 
in  a  healthy  and  balanced  condition 
throughout? 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  has  missed  his  calling. 
Those  are  fine  pharmaceutical  terms, 
which  excite  my  subconscious  memories 
of  days  when  I  was  a  pharmacist  not  only 
in  spirit  but  in  profession.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  analysis  is  apt  and  correct.  He 
is  right. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  While  up  to  March 
1951  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  may 
have  prescribed  an  excess  of  castor  oil, 
leading  to  inflation,  nevertheless,  since 
January  1953  or  December  1952,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  Board  has  prescribed  an 
excess  of  bismuth. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  certain  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  would  be  happy  to 
be  reminded  of  what  Business  Week  had 
to  say  about  this  situation.  Business 
Week,  referring  to  the  inflationary  pe¬ 
riod,  and  then  referring  to  the  tight 
credit,  hard-money  period,  said: 

It  is  all  right  to  put  on  the  brakes,  Mr. 
Secretary,  but  don’t  throw  us  through  the 
windshield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  agree  that  Business 
Week  never  has  been  known  to  be  a  Dem¬ 
ocratic  organ? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Not  within  my 
memory. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  not  the  head  of 
Business  Week  Mr.  Elliot  B.  Bell,  a  finan¬ 
cial  expert,  who  is  supposed  to  be  the 
fiscal  adviser  to  Governor  Dewey? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  correct.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  observations.  I  again  feel  a  sense 
of  humility  and  inadequacy  when  dis¬ 
cussing  these  matters  with  the  Senator 
from  Illinois.  I  think  Congress  owes  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  a  debt  of  gratitude. 
It  was  the  Senator  from  Illinois  who  lit¬ 
erally  led  the  fight  from  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  to  establish  an  accord  or  a  rea¬ 
sonable  relationship  between  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  and  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment. 

When  the  Treasury  sought  to  create 
more  bank  credit  than  there  was  pro¬ 
duction,  it  was  inflationary.  But  as  a 
result  of  the  fight  which  took  place  in 
the  Senate,  and  in  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency,  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  leading 
the  fight,  the  Treasury  and  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  came  to  an  agreement, 
and  they  followed  the  agreement  up  un¬ 
til  1953.  As  a  result,  prices  leveled  off. 
We  saw  the  inflationary  spiral  checked. 
We  saw  our  economy  come  back  into 
balance. 

Then,  apparently,  we  moved  from  one 
hot  fire  to  another.  As  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  pointed  out,  we  moved  from 
the  castor-oil  theory  to  the  bismuth 
theory.  Having  had  experience  with 
both,  I  can  say  there  is  a  happier  way  to 
live. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 


may  have  been  that  I  missed  a  reference. 
If  I  did  not  miss  it,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  comprehensive  speech  which  the 
Senator  has  made  should  have  contained, 
if  it  did  not  contain,  some  reference  to 
the  amount  of  short-term  bonds  or  secu¬ 
rities  which  have  been  converted  into 
long-term  securities. 

The  Senator  will  recall  that  one  of 
the  announced  objectives  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  Department  was  to  convert  short¬ 
term  paper  into  long-term  paper.  The 
Senator  has  mentioned  that  the  3  lA  per¬ 
cent  interest  bond  was  a  30-year  bond. 
I  do  not  here  wish  to  express  any  opin¬ 
ion  as  to  the  merits  or  the  demerits  as 
between  short-term  and  long-term  secu¬ 
rities,  but  it  would  be  interesting  to  know 
with  what  success  the  efforts  of  the 
Treasury  have  been  met  in  converting 
short-term  bonds  into  long-term  ones. 
I  wonder  if  the  Senator  has  that  infor¬ 
mation  readily  available,  or  if  he  could 
supply  it  for  the  Record. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  I  can  be 
of  help  to  the  Senator  in  that  regard. 
This  is  an  administration  of  slogans  and 
a  certain  amount  of  ballyhoo.  We  have 
had  what  I  suppose  might  be  called  a 
monetary  new  look.  The  long-term  30- 
year  bonds  at  3^4  percent  interest  were 
considerably  ballyhooed.  That  issue  was 
said  to  be  a  part  of  the  new  policy  to 
convert  short-term  into  long-term  bonds 
in  order  to  give  more  stability  to  the 
Government  financial  structure,  so  that 
the  Treasury  would  not  have  to  be  going 
into  the  money  market  every  9,  12,  or 
18  months. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  concede  that 
that  was  the  objective:  I  think  the  ob¬ 
jective  was  a  higher  interest  rate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  say  that 
what  I  have  stated  was  the  alleged,  pro¬ 
pounded,  or  stated  objective.  What  was 
the  result?  There  was  one  issue  of  bonds, 
totaling  $1  billion,  to  mature  in  30  years, 
bearing  3  lU  percent  interest.  The  great 
new  plan  for  long-term  financing 
stopped  at  one  issue  of  30-year  bonds 
at  3*4  percent  interest.  The  very  next 
issue  was  for  approximately  $6  billion 
of  tax  anticipation,  9-months  certifi¬ 
cates,  on  which  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  paid  1  percent  interest  more  than 
it  paid  the  previous  year.  Tax-antici¬ 
pating  certificates  are  literally  like  issu¬ 
ing  greenbacks. 

So  I  can  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  that  there  have  been  no  more 
long-term  bond  issues.  There  have  been 
some  intermediate-term  issues  of  around 
10  years,  but  no  long-term  issues  such 
as  for  20  or  25  years.  I  think  I  have 
answered  the  question  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee. 

I  do  not  claim  to  be  an  expert  in  this 
field,  but  I  do  not  think  one  has  to  be 
an  expert  in  order  to  engage  in  a  dis¬ 
cussion  on  the  subject.  I  lay  no  claim 
to  infallibility.  I  merely  say  that  the 
subject  matter  warrants  the  fullest  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Members  of  Congress, 
and  I  strongly  protest  the  President’s 
inaction  in  filling  vacancies  existing  on 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  I  say  that 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  listened  to  the  pro¬ 
vocative  and  penetrating  address  deliv¬ 
ered  by  the  able  Senator  from  Minne-  the  President’s  failure  to  fill  the  vacan- 
sota.  During  the  course  of  his  speech  cies  has  prejudiced  the  whole  financial 
I  was  called  from  the  floor  once,  and  it  operations  of  the  Government,  so  that 
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they  are  out  of  balance.  The  law  gov¬ 
erning  the  operation  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Board  was  specific,  and  the  law  was 
written  in  the  way  it  was  written  for  a 
particular  purpose — to  give  the  public 
interest  greater  consideration  than  pri¬ 
vate  interests. 

I  wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  and  all  the  other  Senators  who 
have  participated  in  the  discussion.  ; 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 
CONTRACTS 


The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Building  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing 
purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 


Dirksen]  • 

Mr.  DIRKSEN  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 

Senator  yield?  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  provided  I  do 
not  lose  my  right  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  which  would  strike 
from  the  bill  the  sections  in  which  the 
committee  has  recommended  that  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  or  the 
Postmaster  General  as  the  case  may  be 
come  into  agreement  with  the  Public 
Works  Committees  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  of  the  Senate  with  re¬ 
gard  to  any  project  involving  an  annual 
payment  in  excess  of  $20,000. 

During  the  brief  discussion  of  the 
amendment  which  occurred  yesterday 
it  was  pointed  out  that  it  is  somewhat 
similar  to  a  provision  which  exists  in 
the  law  today  with  respect  to  real  es¬ 
tate  transactions  of  the  armed  services 
or  the  Defense  Department. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  outset  of  my  re¬ 
marks  today,  I  should  like  to  say  I  would 
not  accept  any  generalization  that  the 
amendment  is  on  all  fours  with  the  law 
relating  to  the  Defense  Department. 
There  is  good  constitutional  reason  for 
that,  namely,  that  article  I,  section  8, 
clause  14  of  the  Constitution  spells  out 
in  so  many  words  the  authority  of  Con¬ 


gress  regarding  the  land  and  naval 
forces.  Of  course,  at  that  time  the 
Air  Force  did  not  exist.  That  part  of 
the  Constitution  provides  that — 

The  Congress  shall  have  power  *  *  *  to 
make  rules  for  the  Government  and  regula¬ 
tion  of  the  land  and  naval  forces. 

Mr.  President,  the  existing  law  which 
relates  to  the  armed  services  is  based 
fundamentally  upon  that  specific  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  Constitution,  although  it 
is  buttressed  by  other  provisions  which 
I  think  are  applicable  to  the  situation 
confronting  us  in  connection  with  the 
pending  measure. 

I  repeat: 

The  Congress  shall  have  power  *  *  *"  to 
make  rules  for  the  Government  and  regula¬ 
tion  of  the  land  and  naval  forces. 

The  law  with  respect  to  the  Defense 
Department  succinctly  states  that  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and 
the  Air  Force,  or  the  Administrator  of 
the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administra¬ 
tion,  must  come  into  agreement  with  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  of  the  House  with  respect 
to  the  named  actions  of  those  agencies 
relating  to  certain  real  estate  transac¬ 
tions  dealing  with  the  armed  services. 

So  I  do  not  accept  the  idea  that  the 
question  before  us  is  on  all  fours  with 
that  relating  to  the  armed  services. 
However,  there  is  constitutional  ground 
for  thinking  that  the  legislation  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  committee  does  come  within 
the  authority  granted  to  Congress  by 
the  Constitution. 

The  first  citation  I  wish  to  make  in 
support  of  that  statement  is  that  the 
Constitution  specifically  places  in  the 
hands  of  the  Congress  control  over  ex¬ 
penditures  of  money  from  the  Treasury. 
Article  I,  section  9,  clause  7,  provides: 

No  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  but  In  consequence  of  appropriations 
made  by  law.  'V, 

The  pending  legislation  proposes  to*[ 
create  commitments  which  the  Govern-  j 
ment  would  be  obligated  to  observe,  and  < 
to  discharge  which  the  Congress  would  • 
be  required  to  make  appropriations.  So'" 
I  submit  that  under  the  general  clause 
relating  to  drawing  money  from  the 
Treasury,  Congress  certainly  has  the  au¬ 
thority  to  prescribe  a  condition  prece¬ 
dent  to  the  finality  of  any  appropria¬ 
tions  of  public  money.  That  is  what  we 
propose  here. 

In  addition,  in  article  I,  section  8, 
clauses  1  to  18,  other  powers  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  are  spelled  out.  I  read  in  part 
therefrom: 

The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  lay  and 
collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  and  excises,  to 
pay  the  debts  and— 

*  •  •  •  • 

To  make  all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary 
and  proper  for  carrying  into  execution  the 
foregoing  powers,  and  all  other  powers  vested 
by  this  Constitution  in  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  or  in  any  department  or 
officer  thereof. 

The  pending  bill  would  grant  author¬ 
ity  to  the  Administrator  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  and  to  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  incure  debts  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  United  States.  Certainly,  the 
clause  giving  Congress  the  power  to  pay 
the  debts,  taken  into  consideration  with 


the  previous  clause  which  I  read,  that 
“no  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the 
Treasury,  but  in  consequence  of  appro¬ 
priations  made  by  law” — which,  of 
course,  can  be  made  only  by  an  act  of 
Congress — clearly  demonstrates  that  the 
Constitution  contemplates  the  exercise 
of  a  power  such  as  i&  here  suggested, 
namely,  that  these  debts  should  not  be 
incurred  except  by  agreement  with  the 
action  of  the  Congress. 

So  with  respect  to  the  acquisition  of 
property,  or  the  incurring  of  obligations, 
the  incurring  of  debts,  and  the  commit¬ 
ment  to  draw  money  from  the  Treasury, 
in  this  bill  Congress  is  simply  pre¬ 
scribing  conditions  precedent  to  the 
finality  of  appropriations  of  public 
money  paid  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring 
property. 

Congress  alone  has  the  undoubted, 
sole,  and  absolute  power  to  appropriate 
money.  In  making  such  appropriations 
it  has  not  only  the  power,  but  the  duty, 
of  specifying  the  purpose  for  which  such 
appropriated  funds  may  be  used.  As  a 
corollary  to  that.  Congress  undoubtedly 
has  the  power  to  make  such  specifica¬ 
tions  less  rigid,  or  to  make  restrictions 
on  appropriated  money  more  flexible,  or 
to  make  them  more  rigid.  The  Consti¬ 
tution  places  in  the  hands  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  strings  to  the  purse  of  the 
Nation. 

Anyone  reading  the  deliberations  of 
the  Continental  Congress  or  the  Consti¬ 
tutional  Convention  must  realize  that 
the  colonial  authorities  and  the  delegates 
to  the  Constitutional  Convention  were 
greatly  concerned  about  preserving  in 
the  hands  of  the  Congress  control  over 
the  purse  strings  of  the  Nation.  So  it 
provided  how  those  strings  might  be  un¬ 
tied;  and  all  details  of  the  untying  are 
within  the  explicit  power  of  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

A  portion  of  the  bill  deals  with  the  dis¬ 
position  of  property  as  well  as  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  property.  Here,  if  anything, 
the  principles  of  the  Constitution  are 
even  more  closely  spelled  out,  so  far  as 
specific  regulation  is  concerned.  In  my 
own  opinion — and  I  submit  it  merely  as 
my  opinion — the  Founding  Fathers  never 
conceived  the  idea  that  anything  could 
be  done  in  the  way  of  incurring  debts  or 
acquiring  property  by  a  commitment  to 
pay  money  out  of  the  Treasury  unless  it 
were  done  under  the  authority  of  the 
Congress  to  pay  debts.  But  with  respect 
to  the  disposal  of  property,  the  Consti¬ 
tution,  in  article  IV,  section  3,  provides, 
in  the  second  clause,  that — 

The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  dispose 
of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations 
respecting  the  territory  or  other  property  be¬ 
longing  to  the  United  States. 

The  authority  of  the  Congress  under 
that  constitutional  provision  has  re¬ 
ceived  a  broad  interpretation  and  appli¬ 
cation.  It  does  not  seem  to  require  any 
particular  interpretation,  however,  to 
say  that  that  authority  covers  every 
provision  of  the  bill  as  proposed,  with 
regard  to  the  disposition  of  property, 
insofar  as  it  appears  to  make  clear  that 
the  Congress,  or  any  committee  thereof, 
should  have  a  voice  in  the  disposition 
of  property. 

I  may  say  in  that  connection  that  the 
law  relating  to  the  disposal  of  surplus 
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property,  the  act  of  1949,  relating  to 
Federal  property  and  administrative 
services,  in  itself  seeks  to  bring  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  surplus  property  under  the  re¬ 
view  of  Congress,  for  it  provides,  in  sec¬ 
tion  203,  paragraph  (e),  that — 

Unless  the  Administrator  shall  determine 
that  disposal  by  advertising  will,  in  a  given 
case,  better  protect  the  public  interest,  sur¬ 
plus-property  disposals  may  be  made  with¬ 
out  regard  to  any  provision  of  existing  law 
for  advertising  until  12  o’clock  noon, 
eastern  standard  time,  June  30,  1953 — ■ 

I  understand  that  the  time  has  been 
extended  to  1954.  I  continue  to  read: 

Provided,  That  an  explanatory  statement 
shall  be  prepared  and  submitted  to  the  ap¬ 
propriate  committees  of  Congress,  and  a 
copy  preserved  in  the  file,  in  all  cases  where 
negotiated  disposal  occurs. 

The  following  rules  can  be  deduced 
from  the  judicial  decisions  construing 
the  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  I 
have  read: 

First,  the  congressional  power  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  public  property  is  absolute  and 
without  limit.  There  is  no  modification 
anywhere  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
.  clause  1  have  read  that— 

The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  dispose 
of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  respecting  the  territory  or  other  prop¬ 
erty  belonging  to  the  United  States. 

Second,  the  method  of  disposal  must 
be  left  to  the  discretion  of  Congress. 
Otherwise,  how  would  any  other  method 
of  disposal  acquire  any  validity  at  all, 
except  by  derivation  from  the  congres¬ 
sional  expression  of  its  power? 

Third,  Congressman  make  the  dispo¬ 
sition  on  such  terms  and  conditions,  and 
subject  to  such  restrictions  and  limita¬ 
tions,  as  it  conceives  will  best  promote 
the  public  welfare. 

Fourth,  Congress  may  limit  the  dispo¬ 
sition  to  a  method  consistent  with  its 
view  of  public  policy.  The  congressional 
power  is  exclusive.  Neither  the  Presi¬ 
dent  nor  any  executive  department  has 
the  power,  in  the  absence  of  express  au¬ 
thority  conferred  by  Congress,  to  dispose 
of  public  property.  Certainly  Congress, 
in  conferring  the  power  of  disposal,  may 
couple  with  the  power  limitations  and 
restrictions.  It  can  make  any  individual 
an  agent  of  the  Congress  if  it  so  desires. 
It  can  make  a  committee  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  an  agent  if  it  so  desires.  It  can 
make  the  General  Accounting  Office,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Administrator 
of  the  General  Services  Administration, 
the  Post  Office  Department,  or  any  other 
agency  or  individual  it  chooses  to  des¬ 
ignate,  an  agent  of  the  Congress.  It 
can  do  so  under  the  exercise  of  its  power. 
But  no  person  in  the  executive  branch, 
on  his  own,  can  acquire  any  such  power 
except  by  an  application  of  the  power 
of  the  Congress  itself. 

In  connection  with  the  legislation  pro¬ 
posed,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  constitu¬ 
tional  bugaboo  which  has  been  raised 
by  the  argument  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  LMr.  Dirksen]  in  connection 
with  the  amendment  which  he  proposes 
ought  to  be  discarded  by  the  Senate  in 
its  consideration  of  this  measure. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 


Mr.  CASE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  listening  with  great  interest  to  the 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  regarding  his  views  of  the  con¬ 
stitutional  authority  with  regard  to  en¬ 
tering  into  lease-purchase  agreements 
and  the  part  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  Government  should  play  in  the  final 
action. 

I  have  before  me  a  copy  of  a  letter 
written  by  the  Department  of  Justice, 
which  is  found  at  page  4601  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record.  I  shall  read  one 
paragraph  from  the  letter: 

It  is  clear  that  Congress  could  reserves  to 
itself  the  power  to  determine  in  the  form 
of  regular  legislation  whether  a  particular 
purchase  contract  agreement  should  be 
made. 

There  is  no  question  about  that. 

Historically,  Congress  has  enacted  many 
laws  authorizing  specific  real-estate  trans¬ 
actions  on  behalf  of  the  United  States.  On 
the  other  hand.  Congress  may  by  legislation 
empower  executive  officers  to  execute  such 
transactions  subject  to  whatever  general  leg¬ 
islative  standards  Congress  chooses  to  pre¬ 
scribe.  But  while  Congress  may  thus  elect 
whether  such  decisions  shall  be  made  by  leg¬ 
islative  or  by  executive  action,  it  cannot  place 
the  power  to  make  such  decisions  in  its 
committees. 

Will  the  Senator  comment  on  that 
statement? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  shall  be  very  glad  to 
comment  on  it.  I  am  sure  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Kansas  recalls 
the  days  when  the  so-called  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act  was  debated  in  the  House. 
He  was  a  Member  of  the  House  at  the 
time,  and  so  was  I.  I  believe  we  had  two 
different  reorganization  acts'  before  us. 
At  the  time  John  O’Connor  was  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  and 
Eugene  Cox,  of  Georgia,  was  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  there  was 
a  great  deal  of  discussion  with  respect 
to  the  validity  of  the  Reorganization  Act. 
I  do  not  recall  the  precise  part  of  the 
Kansas  City  stockyards  decision  which 
was  cited  in  the  debate,  but  reference 
was  made  to  that  decision.  Perhaps 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  recalls  more 
of  it  than  I  do.  However,  I  do  recall 
that  the  late  Chief  Justice  of  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court,  Fred  Vinson,  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  discussion.  My  recollec¬ 
tion  is  that  his  argument  was  that  Con¬ 
gress  was  not  delegating  its  legislative 
powers  in  designating  the  President  of 
the  United  States  as  the  person  to  file 
executive  reorganization  plans  with 
Congress,  because  it  was  acting,  not  on 
the  assumption  that  the  President  was 
the  President,  and  it  was  not  giving  to 
the  President  authority  to  legislate  as 
the  Chief  Executive,  but  it  was  designat¬ 
ing  the  President  of  the  United  States 
as  an  agent  of  Congress  to  make  certain 
findings,  and  that  where  it  prescribed 
standards  for  the  findings — standards  of 
economy  and  efficiency — the  President  or 
any  individual  whom  Congress  might 
designate  as  the  agent  of  Congress  could 
make  the  findings,  and  that  that  did  not 
constitute  unwarranted  legislative  au¬ 
thority. 


Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  May  I  conclude  my 
thought  on  that  point?  Therefore,  I 
contend  here  that  if  Congress  wants  to 
designate  a  committee  of  the  Congress, 
or  if  it  wants  to  designate  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  or  if  it  wants  to  desig¬ 
nate  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  or  if  it 
wants  to  designate  the  Administrator  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  or 
whomsoever  it  wishes  to  designate  as 
an  agent  of  Congress,  it  can  do  so  and 
have  the  agent  make  a  finding,  and  such 
designation  is  consistent  with  the  theory 
upon  which  the  Reorganization  Act  was 
passed,  and  consistent  in  this  case  with 
carrying  out  its  legislative  prerogatives. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  I  remember  the  debates  and 
discussions  that  took  place  some  years 
ago  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  to 
which  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  referred. 

What  gives  me  concern — and  I  believe 
it  must  give  concern  to  other  Members 
of  the  Senate — is  whether  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  which  are  now  in  question  do 
not  constitute  an  assumption  by  the 
legislative  branch  of  a  power  which,  is 
constitutionally  reposed  in  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government. 

In  other  words,  we  are  dealing  here 
with  a  direct  agency  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government.  I 
believe  we  should  be  very  careful  to 
avoid,  if  possible,  the  danger  of  writing 
legislation  which  would  take  from  the 
executive  branch  by  action  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  branch  functions  which  belong  to 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 
That  is  the  point  I  am  concerned  about. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  is  well  that  the  question 
has  been  raised.  However,  going  back  to 
the  citations  I  have  given,  under  which 
Congress  has  the  specific  authority  to 
dispose  of  property  of  the  United  States, 
Congress  has  the  specific  authority  to 
pay  debts  of  the  United  States,  and  Con¬ 
gress  has  the  exclusive  power  of  drawing 
money  out  of  the  Treasury,  under  the 
section  of  the  Constitution  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  money  shall  be  drawn  out  of 
the  Treasury  only  in  consequence  of  ap¬ 
propriations  made  by  law,  it  seems  to  me 
to  be  pretty  clear  that  Congress  can  pro¬ 
vide  a  condition  precedent  to  the  incur¬ 
ring  of  any  obligations  and  debts  in  the 
acquisition  of  property. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  further. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  has  made  a  very  good 
point.  The  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government  does  have  great  power  when 
it  comes  to  directing  the  executive 
branch ;  but  does  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  believe  that  the  legislative  branch 
of  the  Government  should  go  so  far  as 
to  inform  a  department  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  it  is  not  authorized,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  to  enter  into  lease  contracts  with¬ 
out  first  coming  to  certain  committees  of 
Congress? 
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Mr.  CASE.  That  is  done  with  respect 
to  leases  in  the  armed  services  when  a 
payment  exceeds  $25,000. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  not  the  Con¬ 
gress  have  complete  authority  not  to 
grant  any  authorization  at  all  for  the 
purchase  of  property  through  lease-con¬ 
tract  arrangements? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  would  say  so.  There  is 
no  requirement  that  Congress  must  enact 
this  legislation  at  all.  There  is  no  re¬ 
quirement  that  Congress  must  pass  any 
bill  authorizing  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  to  build  a  post  office  or  any  other 
building.  The  new  courthouse,  the  new 
Census  Building  at  Suitland,  or  any 
similar  building  could  be  cited  as  an  ex¬ 
ample.  Congress  was  not  required  to 
build  any  of  those  buildings.  Congress 
can,  in  its  judgment,  do  so.  Likewise,  it 
can  make  provisions  such  as  are  pro- 
posed  here. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  used  the  words 
“lease  contracts” ;  I  did  not  use  the  words 
“lease-purchase.”  I  question  whether 
we  should  go  to  far,  or  whether  it  would 
be  advisable,  as  to  provide  that  a  legis¬ 
lative  committeee  may  authorize,  or 
permit,  or  may  not  authorize  an  execu¬ 
tive  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  enter  into  a  lease  agreement.  I  did 
not  deal  with  lease-purchase  agreements. 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  not  proposed  here. 
The  bill  does  not  propose  to  curtail  the 
straight  leasing  authority  of  the  two 
executive  agencies. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  implicit  in 
this  whole  legislation  that  the  process 
of  making  individual  authorizations  in 
each  case,  and  then  the  individual  find¬ 
ings  in  each  case  by  Congress  as  to  how 
to  proceed  in  construction  and  as  to  how 
much  to  put  into  construction,  has  be¬ 
come  so  burdensome  that  those  subjects 
are  not  receiving  adequate  attention  by 
Congress,  and  they  cannot  receive  ade¬ 
quate  attention  without  impairing  the 
ability  of  Congress  to  carry  its  overheavy 
load  of  work?  Is  it  not  likewise  true 
that  this  is  an  effort  to  release  the 
executive  departments  in  a  field  where 
they  have  never  been  released  before,  so 
that  they  may  meet  that  situation  in  a 
practical  way,  but  with  the  retention  by 
Congress  of  merely  a  part  of  its  own 
responsibility,  namely,  that  of  having  to 
agree  on  the  larger  projects  before  it 
permits  a  commitment  of  the  Federal 
credit? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Florida  has  put  his  finger  on  the  phi¬ 
losophy  of  this  proposed  legislation  that 
ought  not  to  be  lost  sight  of.  This  is 
not  a  curtailment  of  the  executive  power. 
Instead,  it  is  a  grant  of  power  by  Con¬ 
gress,  because  without  this  legislation 
Congress  would  be  finally  engaged  in  a 
public  building  program.  If  we  followed 
the  traditions  of  the  past  and  the  past 
practices  we  would  be  considering,  not 
this  broad  program,  under  which  an 


agency  can  step  out  and  engage  in  a 
public  building  program,  but  we  would  be 
considering,  instead,  a  bill  that  might 
have  several  lined  items,  in  which  Con¬ 
gress  would  be  examining  this  item  for 
a  postoffice  in  this  community,  or  that 
item  for  a  building  in  that  community. 
This  is  an  attempt  to  share  that  respon¬ 
sibility  with  the  executive  branch  of  the 
government,  letting  it  exercise  its  initia¬ 
tive,  but  providing  that,  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  actual  incurring  of  the 
obligation,  the  executive  branch  must 
report  back  to  Congress  and  come  into 
agreement  with  Congress. 

On  that  particular  point,  in  view  of 
the  experiences  I  have  had  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  in  dealing  with 
real  estate  transactions  of  the  Armed 
Forces,  I  have  thought  that  possibly  we 
should  spell  out  in  some  detail  the  kind 
of  a  report  which  should  be  made  to  the 
Congress.  So,  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  leave  a  suggestion  of  some  clauses 
which  I  think  might  very  well  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  any  report  submitted  to 
the  Congress  or  to  congressional  com¬ 
mittees. 

I  suggest  the  following  amendment: 

On  page  4,  line  11,  strike  out  all  of  para¬ 
graph.  (e)  and  on  page  11,  line  6,  strike  out 
all  of  paragraph  (g)  and  insert  in  each  place 
in  lieu  of  the  stricken  matter  the  following: 

.  “No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement 
calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more  than 
$10,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed  under 
this  section  unless  30  days  prior  to  the  calling 
for  bids  on  such  contract,  there  has  been 
submitted  to  the  President  of  the  Senate 
and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  for  ap¬ 
propriate  reference  to  committees  a  pros¬ 
pectus  of  the  proposed  project  which  shall 
include — • 

“(a)  A  brief  description  of  the  building  to 
be  erected  at  a  given  location: 

“(b)  An  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of 
site  and  building  together  with  the  term  of 
years  over  which  payments  would  run  and 
the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would  be 
acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such  cost; 

“(c)  A  certificate  of  need  for  the  space 
signed  by  the  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies 
which  will  use  the  facility; 

“(d)  A  statement  by  the  administrator  of 
the  General  Services  Administration  that 
suitable  space  owned  by  the  Government  is 
not  available  and  that  suitable  rental  space 
is  not  available  at  a  price  commensurate 
with  that  to  be  afforded  through  the  contract 
proposed: 

“(e)  A  statement  of  the  managerial,  cus¬ 
todial,  heat  and  utility  services  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of 
their  probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any 
part  by  the  Government; 

“(f)  A  statement  of  the  requirements  for 
taxes,  or  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  for  up¬ 
keep  and  maintenance  of  the  property  by 
either  the  contractor  or  the  Government  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  of  the  contract; 

“(g)  A  statement  of  rents  and  other  hous¬ 
ing  costs  currently  being  paid  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in  the 
building  to  be  erected; 

“(h)  A  statement  that  bids  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  will  not  be  advertised  until 
after  consultation  if  within  15  days  follow¬ 
ing  the  submission  as  herein  provided  the 
committee  to  which  the  prospectus  is  re¬ 
referred  requests  consultation  with  respect  to 
the  proposal.” 

In  subparagraph  (a),  by  the  word 
“location,”  I  mean  the  general  area,  not 
the  specific  site. 

Mr.  President,  the  subparagraphs  from 
(a)  through  (h)  are  ones  which  it  seems 
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to  me  it  would  be  useful  to  have  incor¬ 
porated  in  whatever  provisions,  the  bill 
finally  carries  with  respect  to  a  report 
or  prospectus  to  be  submitted  by  either 
the  General  Services  Administration  or 
the  Postmaster  General  to  the  Congress, 
in  order  that  the  committee  to  which  the 
report  is  referred  will  have  some  real 
facts  and  pertinent  data  upon  which  to 
base  any  opinion  it  may  reach  as  to  the 
desirability  of  the  contract. 

Mr.  President,  in  our  experience  with 
real  estate  in  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  we  have  found  that  in  some  in¬ 
stances  there  has  not  been  complete 
agreement  between  the  using  agency,  for 
instance,  the  Civil  Defense  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  as  to  what  space  requirements 
actually  existed.  So  it  seems  to  me, 
Mr.  President,  that  the  using  facilities 
which  will  occupy  the  space  ought  to 
supply  a  certificate  that  the  space  is 
actually  needed  and  that  they  are  will¬ 
ing  to  have  the  funds  to  be  expended 
obligated  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
debt  incurred. 

In  reference  to  subparagraph  (b) ,  let 
me  say,  Mr.  President,  that  I  mean  they 
should  not  go  ahead  and  construct  a 
building  in  any  general  area  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  already  owns  a  building  in  that 
area  which  could  be  used  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  suggested,  or  if  space  could  actually 
be  rented  there  on  a  more  economical 
basis  than  a  building  could  be  acquired 
under  a  lease-purchase  agreement. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  refer  the  Senator  to 
page  6,  paragraph  (h),  of  the  bill,  which 
provides  as  follows: 

With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  prop¬ 
erty  acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  State 
and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

What  is  the  view  of  the  Senator  as  to 
the  power  of  the  appropriate  Govern¬ 
ment  official  to  provide  in  his  rental  con¬ 
tract  for  the  payment  of  the  taxes  on  the 
property  rented  directly  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  CASE.  If  the  Senator  will  pardon 
me,  there  was  so  much  confusion  at  the 
time  the  Senator  was  phrasing  the  first 
part  of  his  question  that  I  missed  several 
words. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  first  part  of  it  was 
the  reading  of  paragraph  (h),  on  page  6 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  followed  that. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  wish  to  know  the 
view  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
as  to  whether,  by  the  language  of  the 
bill,  the  General  Services  Administration 
is  empowered  to  make  a  lease -purchase 
contract,  under  the  terms  of  which  the 
Government  will  become  primarily  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  payment  of  the  taxes 
reserved  in  paragraph  (h)  as,  let  us  say, 
a  part  of  the  obligation  in  rental. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  can  give  only  my  per¬ 
sonal  opinion  on  that.  In  my  opinion, 
the  language  of  the  bill  does  permit  that 
to  happen.  However,  I  think  it  has  been 
suggested  that  there  may  be  offered  an 
amendment  which  would  differentiate 
between  payments  under  a  lease-pur- 
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chase  contract  and  the  additional 
amount  for  taxes.  Tire  reason  for  that 
may  be  that  the  taxes  might  change  and 
it  would  be  impossible  to  determine  at 
the  outset  of  making  a  contract  what 
the  taxes  will  be  10  years  from  today. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Is  it  the  Senator’s 
view  that  it  would  be  inadvisable  to 
enact  a  law  which  would  leave  open- 
ended  the  amount  of  rental  to  be  paid 
on  a  given  structure? 

Mr.  CASE.  By  reason  of  a  variation 
in  taxes? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Yes. 

Mr.  CASE.  If  the  Senator  is  asking 
for  my  personal  opinion - 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  what  I  am 
asking. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  may  be  somewhat  at 
variance  with  the  opinion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  should  personally  have  pre¬ 
ferred  to  have  a  transfer  of  title  within 
a  year  after  the  construction  of  the 
building,  the  reason  for  that  being  that 
in  connection  with  the  savings  realized 
by  having  a  public  building  to  house  pub¬ 
lic  agencies,  and  particularly  post-office 
activities,  in  the  past  it  has  always  been 
considered  that  we  should  deal  with 
amortization.  I  recognize  that  there  is 
a  growing  amount  of  federally  owned 
property  throughout  the  United  States, 
and  with  respect  to  large  acquisitions  of 
property,  I  think  the  problem  of  local 
taxes  has  to  be  considered.  However, 
there  are  very  few  communities  in  the 
United  States  which  have  been  reluctant 
to  ask  for  a  Federal  post-office  building 
on  the  ground  that  if  they  had  such  a 
building  there  would  be  a  new  structure 
on  which  the  town  or  city  would  not  ob¬ 
tain  taxes.  They  have  been  willing  to 
accept  a  post-office  building  in  return 
for  the  greater  service  which  comes  with 
a  post-office  building. 

I  should  prefer  to  have  the  bill  pro¬ 
vide  for  transfer  of  title  at  an  early 
date  during  the  operation  of  the  lease- 
purchase  agreement,  in  order  that  the 
Government  would  be  relieved  of  the  tax 
factor  which  would  be  added  to  the 
amortization  of  the  cost  of  the  build¬ 
ing. 

I  was  somewhat  impressed  by  a  priv¬ 
ate  conversation  which  I  had  with  a  Sen- . 
ator  a  few  days  ago  in  which  he  pointed 
out  that  once  a  person  has  a  contract 
with  the  Government  he  does  not  need 
to  worry  about  the  security.  It  is  not 
like  the  position  of  a  private  operator 
who  retains  title  until  a  certain  amount 
of  the  equity  has  been  extinguished. 
The  contractor  would  be  sure  of  receiv¬ 
ing  his  money.  In  private  transactions 
frequently  title  is  retained  until  the  pur¬ 
chaser  has  paid  50  percent.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  go  through  the  formality 
of  mortgage  foreclosure  and  what  not 
until  the  purchaser  has  acquired  a  very 
substantial  equity  in  the  property,  usu¬ 
ally  50  percent.  • 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  particularly  in¬ 
trigued  with  the  possibility  of  a  situa¬ 
tion  which  might  arise  under  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  this  bill.  Under  the  terms  of 
the  bill  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  might  make  a  contract  for  the 
payment  of  a  specific  rental  as  a  yard¬ 
stick  for  increasing  acceleration  in  an¬ 
nual  rental  over  a  period  of  time,  or  a 


deacceleration,  in  which  case  the  act,  if 
the  bill  becomes  an  act,  would  put  in 
the  hands  of  the  taxing  authorities  in 
the  area  where  the  particular  property 
is  located  the  right  to  pass  a  law  pro¬ 
viding  for  appropriation  of  funds  from 
the  United  States  Treasury. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  may  say  that  the 
committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  what 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  now  brings  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  will  be  taken 
care  of  by  an  amendment  to  be  offered 
on  behalf  of  the  committee,  prompted  in 
great  part  by  comments  made  yesterday 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  That  amendment  will  provide 
so  far  as  taxes  are  concerned,  that  they 
shall  be  separate  and  apart  from  the 
rental  payments  which  are  entered  into. 

However,  I  desire  the  distinguished 
Senator  to  understand  fully  that  under 
the  bill,  with  the  amendment  which  is  to 
be  offered  later  this  afternoon,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  still  be  in  a  position 
to  agree  to  pay  the  taxes  during  the  time 
the  lease-purchase  agreement  is  in  be¬ 
ing,  and  before  title  has  been  transferred 
to  the  Government. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  further 
yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  It  seems  to  me  that 
we  still  have  not  reached  the  meat  of  the 
objection.  The  bill  contains  a  provision 
that  until  title  is  acquired  by  the  United 
States  Government,  the  land  shall  be 
subject  to  taxes.  The  tax  which  will  be 
due  and  payable  will  depend  upon  two 
factors:  First,  the  valuation  placed  on 
the  land;  second,  the  rate  of  the  levy. 
The  valuation  multiplied  by  the  levy  will 
represent  the  number  of  dollars  of  tax 
due  each  year  on  the  particular  property. 
The  Government  of  the  United  States 
has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the 
mechanics  of  placing  the  tax  against  the 
property,  nor  with  respect  to  its  amount. 
If  the  lease  calls  for  the  payment  of  a 
specific  amount,  which  shall  include  or 
exclude  any  other  contingency,  then  it 
will  make  no  difference  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  what  the 
taxes  are.  But  if  the  Government  cove¬ 
nants  to  pay  the  taxes,  then  there  is  no 
certainty  as  to  what  the  leasehold 
amount  will  be  annually,  and  the  result 
will  be  a  delegation  of  legislative  au¬ 
thority  by  Congress  to  local  govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  Oregon 
might  go  further  and  say  there  will  be 
a  delegation  of  sovereignty.  I  have  never 
accepted  the  idea  that  any  local  taxing 
body  ought  to  have,  if  it  had,  the  right 
to  levy  taxes  against  the  United  States 
Government.  It  seems  to  me  that  that 
is  a  violation  of  sovereignty.  I  have 
thought  that,  under  certain  circum¬ 
stances,  the  Government  could  make 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  but  I  have 
never  thought  that  Congress  should  pass 
any  law  which  accepts  the  idea  that  the 
rate  of  levy  determined  by  a  local  body 


should  have  any  binding  effect  upon  the 
United  States  Government. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mi-.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  do  not  wish  to  be 
heard  to  say  that  this  is  a  delegation  of 
legislative  authority.  I  merely  raise  the 
question  as  to  whether  it  is. 

What  bothers  me  is  that  if  there 
are  to  be  a  great  number  of  leasehold 
purchases,  scattered  throughout  the 
United  States,  with  a  requirement  in  the 
lease  that  the  United  States  must  itself 
pay  taxes,  then  we  are  charging  our 
administrative  authorities  with  an  un¬ 
conscionable  burden  in  determining  the 
equity  and  soundness  of  the  charge. 

The  act  itself  should  provide,  in  my 
opinion,  the  full  rental,  and  leave  the 
charge  or  the  requirement  for  paying 
taxes  as  an  obligation  of  the  owner  of 
the  property. 

Mr.  CASE.  Certainly  there  is  the  ad¬ 
vantage  which  the  Senator  points  out  in 
such  an  arrangement.  There  is,  how¬ 
ever,  a  disadvantage,  and  it  is  that  the 
purchase  agreements  which  would  be 
made  at  this  time  would  require  the  con¬ 
tractor  to  base  the  amount  he  requests 
as  the  payment  to  be  made  to  him  upon 
the  current  tax  levels. 

My  own  opinion,  based  on  observations 
in  my  area  of  the  country,  at  the  present 
time  at  least,  is  that  current  rates  of  as¬ 
sessment  and  current  rates  of  levy  are 
rather  high.  If  a  prospective  contractor 
were  to  fix  an  amount  at  which  he  would 
feel  safe  or  secure  over  a  period  of  years, 
he  would  have  to  include  in  his  estimate 
a  figure  based  upon  what  I  hope  are  high 
levies.  I  mean  I  hope  they  are  high 
levies  because  I  should  hope  taxes  will  go 
lower.  Thus  the  Government  might  be 
bound  to  the  payment  of  a  rental  10,  15, 
or  20  years  from  now  based  upon  tax 
levels  of  today,  which  I  hope  are  higher 
than  they  will  be  10,  15tor  20  years  from 
today. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  further. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  call  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  to  paragraph  (b)  on  page  3 
of  the  bill,  as  follows: 

(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services 
is  authorized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted 
in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  prop¬ 
erties,  including  those  for  which  conversions, 
additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be 
required,  and  properties  upon  which  con¬ 
struction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  pur¬ 
chase  contracts. 

I  should  like  to  know,  first,  whether 
the  term  “existing  properties,”  in  line  5, 
on  page  3,  means  properties  the  title  to 
which  is  in  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  CASE.  My  answer  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  question  is  “No.”  I  see  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  point.  I  think  his  concern  is  one 
that  might  naturally  arise.  At  the  same 
time,  if  he  will  read  closely  paragraph 
(h) ,  on  page  6,  which  he  previously  read, 
he  will  observe  the  following : 

(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real 
property  acquired  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to 
State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same 
shall  pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States. 
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I  do  not  believe  that  that  would  relate 
to  existing  property. 

Mr.  CORDON.  If  it  does  not  relate  to 
Federal  property,  why  is  it  in  the  bill? 

If  paragraph  (h)  does  not  refer  to 
property  the  title  to  which  is  in  the 
Federal  Government,  how  is  it  at  all  ger¬ 
mane? 

Mr.  CASE.  It  is  with  respect  to  exist¬ 
ing  properties. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  reason  for  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  paragraph  (b),  on  page  3,  I 
may  say  to  the  able  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon,  is  that  it  permits  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  to  enter  into  lease- 
purchase  agreements  with  a  private  in¬ 
dividual  owning  a  piece  of  land  with  a 
building  thereon,  which  the  General 
Services  Administration  believed  to  be 
the  type  of  building  it  could  occupy,  with 
certain  alterations.  Therefore,  specif¬ 
ically  in  paragraph  (b)  that  type  of  au¬ 
thority  is  given  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Then,  it  was  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  committee  to  limit  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  paragraph  (b),  on  page  3,  to 
properties  privately  owned,  and  not  to 
include  therein  properties  owned  by  the 
Federal  Government  at  the  time  the  con¬ 
tract  was  made.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct,  because  in  an  instance 
in  which  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  owned  the  fee  and  the  building 
thereon,  any  remodeling  which  was  done 
to  the  building  would  be  under  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  title,  and  could  not,  I  believe, 
be  the  basis  for  a  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CASE.  If  the  Government  owned 
the  building  in  fee,  the  building  would 
not  be  subject  to  tax  anyway. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  If  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  correctly  understands  the  bill — 
and  he  is  not  quite  certain  that  he  does — 
paragraph  (c),  on  page  3,  would  appear 
to  contemplate  the  improvement  by  the 
United  States  of  unimproved  real  prop¬ 
erty  owned  by  the  United  States.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CORDON.  In  that  event,  it  would 
appear  that  paragraph  (b)  cannot  refer 
to  land,  the  title  to  which  is  in  the  United 
States.  Is  that  also  correct?  I  think 
that  the  making  of  a  history  of  the  bill 
will  be  valuable  for  the  future. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  desire  members  of  the 
subcommittee  who  worked  directly  on 
this  part  of  the  bill  to  correct  me  if  I  am 
incorrect,  but  my  understanding  is  that 
under  that  paragraph,  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  owned  a  piece  of  land  on  which  a 
building  had  not  been  built,  or  on  which 
there  was  a  building  which  was  inade¬ 
quate,  or  something  which  could  be  de¬ 
molished,  the  Government  might  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  a  contractor, 
whereby  the  building  would  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  private  contractor  as  part 
of  the  agreement,  and  title  might  be 
transferred. 

If,  however,  it  were  a  building  which 
the  Government  owned  and  used,  and 


it  was  proposed  merely  to  construct  an  Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
addition,  then  I  think  the  Government  from  California. 

could  retain  title;  and  if  it  retained  ,  Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 


title,  the  property  would  not  be  subject 
to  taxes. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Is  it  the  Senator’s 
view  that  the  last  contingency  mentioned 
by  him  would  be  possible  under  para¬ 
graph  (b)  ? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  think  it  would  be  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the 
construction  of  a  building  on  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  land,  yes. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Paragraph  (b)  has  to 
do  with  conversions,  additions,  exten¬ 
sions,  and  remodeling.  I  call  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  if  the 
Government  owns  real  property,  and 
enters  into  a  contract  in  regard  to  any 
of  the  activities  I  just  mentioned — to 
convert  a  building,  to  construct  an  addi¬ 
tion  or  extension,  or  to  remodel  the 
building — as  a  result  of  a  contract  made 
to  achieve  any  of  those  purposes  there 
would  come  into  being  under  the  terms 
of  the  proposed  law  a  curious  situation. 
Title  to  a  part  of  the  building  would  be 
in  the  Federal  Government,  and  title 
to  the  new  addition,  conversion,  or  re¬ 
modeled  part  would  be  in  a  private  per¬ 
son.  The  whole  situation  would  be¬ 
come  utterly  fantastic  and  impossible. 


Senator  from  Oregon  that  the  entire  and 
single  reason  why  the  subcommittee  and 
thereafter  the  full  committee,  retained 
paragraph  (b)  on  page  3  of  the  bill,  was 
to  give  the  Administrator,  if  in  his  dis¬ 
cretion  he  thought  it  was  in  the  interest 
of  the  Government,  authority  to  enter 
into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  with 
a  private  owner  who  had  a  piece  of  prop¬ 
erty  already  improved  with  a  building. 
I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  who 
is  a  much  better  lawyer  than  I  am,  that 
I  do  not  think  it  is  possible  to  use  para¬ 
graph  (b)  in  a  situation  where  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  title  to  the  property  and 
has  alterations  made  to  property  which 
it  already  owns. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  suggestion? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Would  it  not  then  be 
well  to  clarify  the  provision  and  save 
time,  by  adding  on  page  3,  line  5,  before 
the  word  “properties,”  the  words  “pri¬ 
vately  owned,”  so  that  there  could  be 
no  question  about  it? 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  suggestion  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  taken  under  considera¬ 
tion  by  the  subcommittee  which  worked 


Mr.  CASE.  What  the  Senator  has  on  the  bill  directly,  and  let  the  members 


stated  is  not  necessarily  correct.  First 
of  all,  the  provision  about  committee, 
review  would  be  very  useful  in  such  a 
situation. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  suggest  that  a  good 
time  for  that  review  is  right  now,  before 
the  Senate  passes  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE.  Can  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  conceive  of  a  situation  wherein 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
would,  with  regard  to  a  Federal  build- 


of  the  subcommittee  make  their  com¬ 
ment  after  giving  the  suggestion  further 
thought.  The  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  is  not  a  member  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  So  far  as  I  am  personally  con¬ 
cerned,  I  do  not  wish  to  make  a  com¬ 
mitting  answer. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  another  comment? 

Mr.  CASE.  Yes,  I  yield  briefly. 

Mr.  CORDON.  In  paragraph  (c) 


ing  now  owned  by  the  Federal  Govern-  there  is  provided  authority  for  the  Ad- 
ment,  on  land  owned  by  the  Federal  j  ministrator  of  General  Services  “to 
Government,  enter  into  a  contract  for  !  bring  about  the  development  and  im- 
remodeling  whereby  the  contractor  provement  of  any  land  owned  by  the 
would  acquire  title  to  a  portion  of  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of 
property,  to  wit,  the  addition?  the  General  Services  Administration  in- 

Mr.  CORDON.  Because  the  Senator  eluding  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and 
from  Oregon  has  just  expressed  his  view  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon, 
that  it  would  be  fantastic  and  impossible,  by  providing  for  the  construction  there- 
he  wants  to  make  as  certain  as  he  can  on  by  others  of  such  structures  and  fa- 
that  there  is  no  such  provision  in  the  bill,  cilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of.”  I»call 
Mr.  CASE.  There  is  no  such  situ-  the  Senator’s  attention  to  these  words, 
ation  contemplated  by  the  bill.  ;  “the  applicable  purchase  contracts.” 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  hope  the  Senator  It  is  clear  from  such  language  that 


from  South  Dakota  will  give  some 
thought  to  an  amendment  of  paragraph 
(b)  so  as  to  expressly  exclude  property 
title  to  which  is  in  the  Government. 


there  will  be  no  purchase  contract  so 
far  as  realty  is  concerned,  because  title 
will  be  originally  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  the  real  property. 


Then  there  would  not  be  any  trouble.  The  purchase  contract  can  only  go  to 


the  improvements  constructed  on  the 
real  property. 

Mr.  CASE.  Unless  there  was  a  prior 


Mr.  CASE.  In  the  first  place,  I  do 
not  understand  how,  when  real  property 
is  being  dealt  with,  and  the  Government 
has  fee  title  to  a  building,  a  contract  1  transfer  of  the  real  property  to  the  con- 
for  an  addition  to  the  building  can  tractor  as  a  part  of  the  agreement, 
transfer  to  a  private  person  title  to  the  j  Mr.  CORDON.  Do  I  understand  the 
part  of  the  building  which  is  comprised  /Senator  to  say  that  would  be  necessary? 
in  the  addition.  /  Mr.  CASE.  I  say  that  might  be  done. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  suggest  to  the  Sen-  Mr.  CORDON.  Is  this  bill  authority 
ator  that  the  bill  carries  such  a  provision.;  for  selling  real  property  of  the  Govern- 
The  Government  cannot  make  a  lease-  ment?  That  is  what  would  have  to  be 
purchase  from  somebody  unless  the  per-  done. 

son  from  whom  the  property  is  pur-  Mr.  CASE.  Certainly  that  is  not  the 
chased  has  something  to  sell.  n  primary  purpose. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  Mr.  CORDON.  I  suggest  to  the  Sena- 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield?  tor  that  the  language  is  directly  sus- 
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ceptible  to  a  construction  such  as  I  have 
indicated,  which  would  permit  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  building  by  a  private 
agency  and  the  holding  of  title  to  the 
building  by  the  contractor  until  the 
building  was  paid  for  by  the  Govern-^ 
ment,  in  which  case  the  building  on  the 
land  would  be  personalty,  and  the  land 
would  be  realty,  and  both  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  local  taxation.  It  does  raise  a 
question  which  is  always  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  ;  namely,  the  question  of  liability  for 
taxes.  i — 

Mr.  CASE.  I  should  like  to  point  out 
that  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  has  authority  to  dispose  of  real 
property  today,  under  provisions  of  an¬ 
other  law,  under  certain  circumstances. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wish  to  read  very 
briefly  from  the  report  of  the  committee 
on  the  specific  section  to  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  has  referred.  I  now 
read  the  paragraph: 

An  important  feature  of  H.  R.  6342  is  the 
authorization  to  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  (contained  in  subsec.  (b)  of  the 
proposed  new  section)  to  exercise  the  powers 
granted  by  the  measure  with  respect  to  ex¬ 
isting  properties,  including  those  for  which 
conversions,  additions,  extensions,  or  re¬ 
modeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 
upon  which  contruetion  is  to  be  subsequent¬ 
ly  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  ap¬ 
plicable  purchase  contracts. 

And  then  there  follows  this  language: 

Prom  time  to  time  properties  become  avail¬ 
able  at  reasonably  low  prices  as  they  become 
surplus  to  the  owners’  use.  Often  these 
properties  can  be  converted  and  remodeled 
so  as  to  make  satisfactory  quarters  for  the 
Government.  This  is  particularly  true  with 
respect  to  warehouses  and  semioffice  build¬ 
ings,  and  in  cases  where  the  business  center 
of  a  city  has  shifted,  and  a  considerable  re¬ 
duction  in  real-estate  values  occurs  in  the 
location  of  the  former  center. 

So  that  the  entire  intention  was  with 
respect  to  property  in  private  hands. 

I  shall,  however,  ask  the  committee 
Staff  to  study  the  Senator’s  suggestion. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  for 
a  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bar¬ 
rett  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  inquire 
whether  the  provisions  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  read  for  the  information  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  would  in  any  way  affect  the  require¬ 
ments  found  in  section  202  (a) ,  in  a  case 
in  which  the  Postmaster  General  deter¬ 
mines  the  need  for  a  building.  I  also 
wish  to  ask  what  effect  the  amendment 
would  have  on  that  section,  if  the 
amendment  should  be  adopted  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  would  have  no  effect  on 
it.  Section  202  requires  the  Postmaster 
General  to  determine  that  there  is  a  sub¬ 
stantial  need.  The  amendment  would 
require  a  certificate  of  the  need  to  be 
filed  as  a  part  of  the  report  given  to  the 
Congress. 


Mr.  CARLSON.  Would  not  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  amendment  be  largely  du¬ 
plicative  or  surplusage? 

Mr.  CASE.  No;  it  would  not  be  sur¬ 
plusage.  The  Postmaster  General  would 
have  to  make  the  determination  of  need. 
The  proposed  additional  language  would 
require  him  to  make  that  statement  as  a 
part  of  the  report  submitted  to  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  recur 
to  the  amendment  I  submitted  yesterday 
afternoon  with  respect  to  what  I  con¬ 
ceive  to  be  a  usurpation  of  executive 
power  by  the  legislative  branch  in  requir¬ 
ing  an  agreement  with  certain  com¬ 
mittees  of  Congress  before  any  of  the 
so-called  lease-purchase  contracts  can 
become  effective. 

Before  I  proceed  further,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  my  amendment  be  mod¬ 
ified  slightly,  by  changing  the  figure  “30,” 
where  “30  days”  appears,  to  “45.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
modification  will  be  made. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  will  make  the 
amendment  conform  to  the  rule,  so  the 
amendment  will  not  be  subject  to  a  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  President,  yesterday  afternoon  we 
labored  this  matter  somewhat. 

At  the  very  outset  I  wish  to  pay  a  com¬ 
pliment  to  my  friend  and  associate  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel].  This  is  no  casual  matter,  Mr. 
President,  because  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  has  had  it  under 
study  for  a  number  of  years.  At  long 
last  there  appeared  on  the  calendar  last 
July  a  bill  dealing  with  this  subject  mat¬ 
ter.  That  bill  honors  me  by  bearing  my 
name,  I  say  very  modestly.  However, 
Mr.  President,  I  have  never  had  any 
pride  of  authorship  about  it;  and  when 
the  question  arose  I  was  only  too  glad  to 
forego  whatever  glory  there  may  have 
been  in  it,  so  that  the  Public  Works 
Committee  could  proceed  to  hold  hear¬ 
ings,  prepare  a  bill,  and  get  it  ready  for 
consideration. 

So,  Mr.  President,  after  a  good  many 
years,  going  back  to  a  prior  administra¬ 
tion,  at  long  last  the  bill  appears.  I  hope 
it  will  be  carried  to  consummation,  so 
that  this  very  important  piece  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  which  will  afford  de¬ 
cided  and  tangible  benefits  to  every  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  and,  I  think,  will  re¬ 
quire  the  aspirations  and  hopes  of  many 
communities  that  have  been  frustrated 
by  lack  of  facilities,  will  not  be  enacted. 

Mr.  President,  we  owe  a  debt  of  grati¬ 
tude  not  only  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
California,  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  but  also  to  the  very  esteemed  and 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Martin!.  I  salute  both  of  them  at 
one  and  the  same  time  for  having  been 
so  diligent  in  this  matter  and  for  having 
brought  this  very  important  piece  of 
proposed  legislation  to  the  floor. 

However,  Mr.  President,  from  a  sense 
of  conviction  I  take  issue  on  only  one 
item  in  the  bill,  namely,  the  one  requir¬ 
ing  that  there  be  agreement  by  congres¬ 
sional  committees  to  which  the  projects 
shall  be  referred.  I  regard  that  provi¬ 
sion  as  a  very  definite  infringement  on 
executive  power. 


I  have  always  said  to  the  world,  Mr. 
President,  that  I  have  a  wholesome  re¬ 
spect  for  the  Constitution,  as  I  interpret 
it.  I  always  have  maintained  that  posi¬ 
tion,  and  I  always  will.  I,  for  one,  would 
never  willingly  or  knowingly  approve  a 
proposal  which  I  thought  constituted  a 
clear  deviation  from  the  separation  of 
powers  provided  in  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 

I  believe,  Mr.  President,  this  provision 
of  the  bill  constitutes  a  clear  invasion 
of  that  power.  No  one  can  read  the 
language  on  page  4  of  the  bill,  in  para¬ 
graph  (e),  and  come  to  any  other  con¬ 
clusion,  for  when  it  is  skeletonized,  it 
says,  in  effect,  that  no  proposed  pur¬ 
chase  contract  shall  be  executed  unless 
the  Administrator  has  come  into  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  with  respect  to  such 
purchase  contract  agreement.  That  is 
an  absolute  and  unqualified  sharing  of 
an  administrative  function  by  the  leg¬ 
islative  branch.  In  that  respect  I  share, 
I  believe,  the  doubt  of  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  whose  message  came  to  us  yester¬ 
day  afternoon,  in  which  he  says  there  is 
real  doubt  about  the  constitutionality  of 
such  a  provision. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  language 
of  that  provision  speaks  for  itself.  As 
I  recur  to  the  language,  I  must  point 
out  one  thing  which  has  been  belabored 
here,  and  which  I  think  has  created  an 
erroneous  impression.  There  has  been 
much  discussion  about  the  authority 
Congress  has.  But  what  is  said  in  this 
portion  of  the  bill,  Mr.  President,  is  that 
a  committee  of  the  Congress  shall  have 
an  unqualified  and  unrestricted  veto 
power.  If  the  provision  did  not  involve 
a  constitutional  question,  I  would  still 
be  opposed  to  it,  for  the  very  good  reason 
that  I  will  not  agree  to  alienate  from 
myself  the  authority  I  have  as  a  Sena¬ 
tor  by  having  some  matter  that  is  ger¬ 
mane  and  relevant  to  the  interests  of 
the  people  of  Illinois  and  of  myself  ve¬ 
toed  by  a  group  of  other  Senators  with 
whom  I  have  an  equal  prerogative.  Very 
conceivably,  there  might  be  in  Illinois  a 
project  that  might  be  agreeable  to  the 
Postmaster  General  and  might  be  very 
agreeable  to  me,  and  might  be  very  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  people  residing  in  that 
community  ;  but  this  provision  of  the  bill 
says  that  unless  the  project  carries  the 
agreement  of  the  members  of  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  this  branch,  the  committee 
can  veto  it,  no  matter  how  acceptable  it 
may  be  to  all  others  concerned. 

So,  Mr.  President,  quite  aside  from  the 
larger  constitutional  question  and  the 
question  of  executive  power,  as  involved 
here,  I  would  still  be  opposed  to  that 
sort  of  proposal  or  provision. 

Yesterday  it  was  argued  that  this  pro¬ 
vision  involves  the  power  of  the  purse. 
The  power  of  the  purse  is  not  involved 
here.  What  is  involved  is  a  ministerial 
function,  long  before  we  ever  get  to 
the  authority  of  the  legislative  branch 
over  the  power  of  the  purse.  We  must 
recur  to  the  language  of  the  paragraph 
itself.  It  simply  provides  that  an  officer 
of  the  executive  branch,  performing  a 
wholly  administrative  function,  must 
come  into  agreement  with  the  Commit- 
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t66s  on  Public  "Works  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives.  When 
we  reach  that  proposal  we  must  resolve 
it  as  a  question  of  power,  long  before 
the  power  of  the  purse  is  ever  involved. 

If  we  are  disposed  to  do  so,  we  can 
exercise  the  power  of  the  purse  by  re¬ 
fusing  to  give  the  General  Service  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  the  Postmaster  General 
any  money  whatsoever  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  these  purchase  contracts. 
We  do  not  have  to  grant  authority  to 
make  a  single  lease-purchase  contract. 
The  power  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  can  be  brought  to  bear  on  this 
question. 

What  is  before  the  Senate  concerns 
the  execution  of  a  contract  with  respect 
to  which  the  negotiations  and  the  spade 
work  have  been  conducted  by  the  admin¬ 
istrative  branch  of  Government.  Then 
the  Congress  says  to  the  administrative 
branch,  “Very  good.  You  can  affix  the 
appropriate  signatures  in  the  name  of 
the  people  of  the  United  States,  but  the 
contract  cannot  go  into  effect  until  you 
have  come  into  agreement  with  certain 
committees  of  the  legislative  branch.” 
The  power  of  the  purse  is  not  involved. 
It  is  wholly  a  ministerial  power  with 
which  we  are  dealing  at  the  present  time. 

I  contend  that  the  pending  proposal 
is  a  mitigated  invasion  of  the  executive 
power  of  the  Government,  and  certainly 
I  cannot  support  a  proposal  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  If  I  may  be  permitted  to 
do  so,  I  should  like  to  make  an  obser¬ 
vation  and  then  submit  a  question. 

My  understanding  of  the  general  effect 
of  this  bill  is  to  make  it  possible  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  borrow  money 
for  the  purpose  of  financing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  public  buildings;  so  essen¬ 
tially  it  is  a  money -borrowing  project. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  what  he  has  to  say  in  relation 
to  section  8  of  the  Constitution,  which 
provides  that  Congress  shall  have  the 
power  to  do  certain  things,  among  them, 
the  power  to  pay  the  debts;  and  also 
that  Congress  shall  have  the  power  to 
borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  the  United 
States.  That  is  not  a  power  which  is 
shared  with  anyone  else.  Will  not  the 
Senator  agree  with  me  that  this  opera¬ 
tion  is  essentially  the  borrowing  of 
money  through  a  purchase  agreement,  a 
financing  agreement,  that  it  involves  the 
incurring  of  debts,  and  that  therefore 
the  Congress  does  have  a  power  granted 
to  it  by  the  Constitution  which  is  not 
granted  to  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Such  a  conclusion 
does  not  follow  at  all.  It  may  not  be 
necessary  to  borrow  money — God  will¬ 
ing — if  we  ever  reach  the  time  when  we 
have  a  balanced  budget.  That  would 
be  a  moot  question,  indeed,  under  those 
circumstances.  But  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  relationship  there  is  so  slender  that 
I  have  difficulty  in  following  my  friend 
from  South  Dakota  on  that  point. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  is  my  recollection  that 
when  a  certain  New  Englander  was  in 
the  White  House  at  one  time  he  referred 
to  certain  funds  which  had  been  ex¬ 


tended  in  the  form  of  credits  to  countries 
abroad,  and  when  asked  a  question  about 
collecting  interest  on  such  funds  he  re¬ 
plied,  “They  hired  the  money,  didn’t 
they?” 

In  other  words,  some  interest  was  in¬ 
volved.  Under  these  lease-purchase 
agreements  it  is  proposed  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  shall  pay  interest.  I  suppose 
that  is  because  we  borrow  the  money — 
we  hire  the  money  to  finance  these 
buildings. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  think  my  esteemed 
friend  and  colleague  from  South  Dakota 
makes  the  same  mistake  which,  in  my 
judgment,  was  persistently  made  here 
yesterday  afternoon,  in  constantly  argu¬ 
ing  about  the  effect.  It  was  said  here 
time  and  time  again  that  by  having  this 
power  of  surveillance  in  the  Congress 
perhaps  we  would  save  $50  million  or 
$100  million  by  reducing  waste  and 
extravagance. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Illinois  does 
not  quarrel  with  that  conclusion  at  all, 
but  the  argument  goes  to  the  effect  of  the 
bill.  I  am  not  dealing  with  the  effect 
of  what  goes  into  this  bill.  I  am  think¬ 
ing  of  an  executive  function  which  would 
be  exercised  by  the  legislative  branch, 
quite  aside  from  what  the  ultimate  effect 
might  be. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  Will  the  Senator  cite  any 
provision  in  any  part  of  the  Executive 
power  under  the  Constitution,  which  re¬ 
cites  the  powers  of  the  Executive,  in 
which  the  Executive  is  authorized  to 
start  constructing  buildings  and  incur 
debts  in  behalf  of  the  Government,  and 
for  which  the  Government  will  be  obliged 
to  appropriate  money? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Congress  can  dele¬ 
gate  whatever  reasonable  constitutional 
power  must  be  delegated  to  the  admin¬ 
istrative  branch  of  the  Government. 
We  have  no  instrumentalities  or  facili¬ 
ties  with  which  to  administer  these 
functions.  That  is  why  the  executive 
branch  exists.  Consequently,  we  can 
delegate  such  power. 

Mr.  CASE.  In  the  delegation  or  al¬ 
location  of  such  power  cannot  the  Con¬ 
gress  set  up  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  incurring  of  the  debt? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  doubt  it  very  much. 
I  think  every  authority  one  might  cite 
on  that  point  would  be  to  the  contrary 
of  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

I  wish  to  recur  to  the  argument  which 
was  made  yesterday  that  a  similar  pro¬ 
vision  was  placed  in  the  military  con¬ 
struction  bill  sometime  ago. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question  before 
he  launches  into  that  subject? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  should  rather  make 
the  argument  for  a  moment,  if  my 
friend  does  not  mind.  Then  I  shall  be 
delighted  to  yield. 

I  wish  to  labor  for  a  moment  the  ar¬ 
gument  which  was  made  yesterday  about 
the  power  in  Public  Law  910,  which  was 
enacted  in  the  81st  Congress.  That  was 
a  wartime  appropriation  bill,  and  the 
provision  in  question  was  tacked  onto 
that  bill.  Subsequently  there  came 
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House  bill  3096,  the  defense-land-trans¬ 
fer  bill,  to  compel  clearance  of  all  land 
transactions  involving  more  than  $10,- 
000. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  President  Tru¬ 
man  vetoed  that  bill  on  May  15,  1951, 
but  notwithstanding  his  veto  it  was  sub¬ 
sequently  enacted  into  law.  However, 
that  does  not  make  it  right.  That  cir¬ 
cumstance  makes  it  neither  right  nor 
constitutional.  The  President  simply 
accepted  it  because  it  was  a  part  of  a 
rather  lengthy  bill  which  came  along  at 
that  time.  That  was  known  as  Public 
Law  534  in  the  82d  Congress,  in  which 
it  appears  as  section  407. 

However,  the  fact  that  it  is  in  the 
law  does  not  make  it  correct.  The  fact 
that  a  President  did  not  take  the  time 
to  challenge  it  because  it  was  tied  up 
with  a  long  military  construction  bill 
does  not  place  it  on  solid  ground.  So  I 
do  not  think  we  can  be  beguiled  or  di¬ 
verted  by  an  argument  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  on  that  point? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  When  the  Senator  was 
called  to  his  committee  meeting  a  little 
earlier  I  pointed  out  that  I  did  not  think 
the  situation  was  on  all  fours  with  the 
law  relating  to  the  armed  services,  be¬ 
cause  there  is  a  specific  provision  in  the 
Constitution  which  gives  Congress  the 
power  to  make  rules  and  regulations  for 
the  Government  and  regulation  of  the 
land  and  naval  forces.  If  we  were  to 
enter  into  a  debate  based  purely  upon 
analogy  with  the  other  law,  we  would 
have  to  take  that  circumstance  into 
consideration. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Let  me  point  out  the 
danger  in  this  proposal.  If  a  committee 
of  the  House  or  Senate  is  to  exercise  veto 
power  in  executive  fashion  over  con¬ 
tracts  of  this  kind,  the  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  might  say,  or  it  might 
have  said  in  other  days,  when  we  had 
price  control  and  rent  ceilings,  “The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  impose  no  ceiling  on 
rents  and  no  ceiling  on  prices  unless  he 
is  first  in  agreement  with  the  members 
of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Commit¬ 
tees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House.” 

What  terrific  pressure  there  would 
have  been  upon  a  committee  of  this 
branch  or  a  committee  of  the  other 
branch  of  Congress.  What  a  mountain 
of  work  and  administrative  detail  would 
be  piled  up.  What  a  court  of  appeals  the 
Congress  itself  would  become,  as  people 
would  come  here  and  lay  their  cases  on 
the  congressional  doorstep. 

We  have  on  hand  today  great  quanti¬ 
ties  of  agricultural  surpluses.  We  might 
very  well  say  that  before  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  or  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  can  alienate  or  sell  in  excess 
of  100,000  pounds  of  surplus  butter  the 
Secretary  or  the  Corporation  must  come 
to  the  Agricultural  Committees  of  the 
House  and  Senate  and  be  in  agreement 
with  their  members.  My  distinguished 
friend  from  New  Mexico,  who  served  with 
such  distinction  as  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  several  years  ago,  knows  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  which  would  ensue  if  that  power 
were  placed  in  Congress,  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  could  not  exer¬ 
cise  administrative  authority  without 
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first  securing  agreement  with  the  legis¬ 
lative  branch. 

This  morning,  in  the  course  of  a  hear¬ 
ing,  we  had  an  officer  before  us  from  the 
Department  of  Defense  in  connection 
with  tort  claims  which  are  presented. 
They  can  be  taken  care  of  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  if  they  amount  to  less  than  $1,000, 
but  when  they  are  in  excess  of  that 
amount  they  must  be,  without  special 
legislation,  sent  to  a  Federal  district 
court,  and  they  can  thereafter  be 
compromised. 

What  a  situation  it  Would  be,  Mr. 
President,  with  6,000  tort  claims  filed 
every  year,  not  including  those  that  are 
brought  before  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  if  every  one  of  them  would  have 
to  be  submitted  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  Congress  and  have 
the  approval  of  those  committees  before 
they  could  be  disposed  of.  The  prece¬ 
dent  sought  to  be  established  by  this  bill 
is  a  dangerous  one,  indeed. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Founding 
Fathers  were  wise  in  providing  a  basic 
separation  of  powers,  so  as  to  make  sure, 
while  vesting  all  legislative  power  in  the 
Congress,  that  no  committee  of  Congress 
or  Congress  itself  could  exercise  a  min¬ 
isterial  function  which  would  be  virtu¬ 
ally  an  executive  veto. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  When  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  refers  to  a  precedent,  is  it  not 
correct  to  say  that  the  precedent  has  al¬ 
ready  been  established?  In  other  words, 
section  407  of  the  Military  Construction 
Act  of  1952  provided  that  before  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  could  enter  into  vari¬ 
ous  contracts  for  construction,  he  would 
have  to  come  into  agreement  with  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
House  and  of  the  Senate.  So  the  prece¬ 
dent  has  already  been  established,  and 
we  are  merely  following  the  precedent 
in  this  instance. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  may  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  that 
in  1944,  when  this  was  first  attempted, 
there  was  opposition  to  it.  Then  when 
the  subsequent  land  transfer  or  land 
ownership  bill,  or  whatever  it  was,  came 
to  Congress  it  was  passed  and  later 
vetoed  by  President  Truman.  He  refused 
to  recognize  that  there  was  such  a  power 
in  Congress.  I  believe  he  was  on  good 
ground  in  vetoing  the  bill.  I  have  his 
veto  message  before  me.  He  had  before 
him  a  huge  bill  with  a  6-line  section  in 
it.  It  was  a  tremendous  bill  that  was 
passed  in  1952.  However,  the  Chief 
Executive  would  not  recognize  that  Con¬ 
gress  had  the  power  it  was  attempting 
to  exercise.  The  Attorney  General 
would  not  recognize  it.  It  has  not  been 
generally  recognized  in  the  Senate.  It 
is  probably  because  of  the  volume  of 
work  and  inertia  that  something  more 
deliberate  and  something  more  affirma¬ 
tive  has  not  been  done  about  it.  How¬ 
ever,  that  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
compound  the  error  now,  when  the  mat¬ 
ter  comes  before  us  in  a  specific  para¬ 
graph  in  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
Executive  recognized  just  such  a  provi¬ 
sion  when  he  recognized  section  407, 
which  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  been 
discussing.  I  have  in  my  hand  a  mem¬ 
orandum  which  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  presented  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense,  listing  various  projects 
on  which  construction  funds  should  be 
withheld.  The  memorandum  lists  items 
in  Saudi  Arabia,  Iceland,  Japan,  North 
Africa,  Cyprus,  France,  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  Canada.  In  some  in¬ 
stances  proposed  projects  were  canceled 
after  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
had  suggested  that  certain  of  them 
should  not  be  undertaken.  That  cer¬ 
tainly  set  a  precedent,  and  it  has  actu¬ 
ally  developed  into  a  very  workable  ar¬ 
rangement  between  the  Senate  and 
House  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
and  the  Defense  Department. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  answer  to  the  Senator’s  ques¬ 
tion  is  a  very  practical  one.  I  have  the 
bill  before  me.  It  started  out  as  a  bill 
providing  various  installations  and 
facilities  in  the  continental  United 
States.  Then  it  includes  all  the  installa¬ 
tions  at  the  places  abroad  to  which  the 
Senator  referred.  The  bill  was  approved 
by  the  President  on  July  14,  1952. 

There  was  a  political  atmosphere  in 
the  country  at  the  time.  The  political 
conventions  had  been  meeting  in  Chi¬ 
cago.  It  came  on  at  that  time.  There 
was  a  six -line  section  as  a  part  of  a  huge 
bill  involving  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars.  The  President  had  the  choice 
of  accepting  it  at  the  time,  or.  of  delay¬ 
ing  the  use  of  the  money  appropriated 
by  the  bill  for  necessary  military  instru¬ 
mentalities.  Under  the  circumstances, 
what  was  he  to  do?  Was  he  to  veto  it, 
and  thus  prevent  the  military  installa¬ 
tions  having  the  funds  needed,  or  should 
he  call  Congress  back  at  that  time?  He 
was  under  a  very  practical  difficulty. 

Consequently  that  situation  cannot  be 
cited,  in  my  judgment,  as  a  precedent. 

However,  we  come  to  grips  with  it  now. 
I  may  say  that  the  question  came  up  in 
a  less  complicated  form,  in  H.  R.  6839, 
which  was  vetoed  on  the  19th  of  July 
1952.  It  was  a  bill  to  provide  and  extend 
the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General 
to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes, 
and  there  the  question  came  up  without 
too  much  complication,  and  in  a  very 
short  but  I  think  very  effective  message 
the  President  of  the  United  States  vetoed 
the  bill.  He  merely  said  that  he  thought 
it  was  an  invasion  of  his  executive  func¬ 
tion.  I  believe  he  was  right. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Under  the  armed  services 
provision,  I  may  point  out,  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  took  the 
responsibility  to  hold  up  funds  for  base 
construction  at  Boulhout  and  El  Djema 
Sahim,  Morocco,  and  for  further  con¬ 
struction  at  Rabat,  Morocco.  So  far  as 
I  know,  all  those  items  have  since  been 
withdrawn,  which  would  indicate  that 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  in  those  three  cases  saved  millions 


of  dollars  by  acting  under  a  provision 
in  the  law  of  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  expressing  his  disapproval. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  makes  the  same  mistake  that 
was  made  yesterday.  He  argues  about 
the  effect  that  is  involved.  The  effect 
can  be  achieved  in  a  dozen  other  ways, 
by  different  language,  by  different  re¬ 
quirements,  and  it  would  require  no  in¬ 
vasion  of  the  executive  power  so  to  do. 
I  am  not  concerned  with  the  effect  for 
the  moment.  I  am  concerned  with  the 
fact  that  here  is  a  requirement  under 
which  we  expect  jointly,  through  a  com¬ 
mittee,  to  share  an  executive  power.  I 
do  not  think  it  is  on  good  ground,  and  I 
have  heard  no  argument,  by  precedent 
or  otherwise,  that  can  sustain  that  kind 
of  proposal. 

I  wish  to  make  one  other  refinement. 
It  has  been  argued  that  Congress  can 
delegate  this  and  can  check  that.  Cer¬ 
tainly  it  can.  However,  here  we  have  the 
unusual  circumstance  of  a  committee  of 
the  House  and  a  committee  of  the  Senate 
given  absolute  veto  power  over  an  execu¬ 
tive  function.  By  so  doing  Congress 
jointly  shares  the  executive  function.  I 
can  find  no  warrant  for  it  in  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States  or  in  any 
law  that  has  come  to  my  attention. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  should  like  to  point  out 
to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  this  is 
one  of  those  cases  in  which  Congress  in 
some  respects  surrenders  an  authority 
that  previously  existed  in  Congress.  In 
other  words,  the  construction  of  these 
public  buildings  are  ordinarily  authorized 
by  Congress.  Congress  studies  them, 
authorizes  them,  and  then  appropriates 
the  money.  In  this  instance  Congress 
proposes  to  surrender  that  function  to 
the  Postmaster  General  with  regard  to 
post  offices,  and  I  assume  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  with  regard  to  other  buildings. 
If  Congress  surrenders  that  power  it  does 
make  sense  that  it  should  retain  some 
right  to  examine  what  is  being  done.  The 
same  thing  was  done,  to  a  limited  extent, 
with  respect  to  Armed  Forces  construc¬ 
tion. 

In  a  completely  different  field,  in  the 
field  of  reorganization.  Congress  sur¬ 
rendered  its  power  to  pass  on  the  organ¬ 
ization  of  executive  agencies,  but  Con¬ 
gress  retained  more  or  less  a  veto  power, 
to  give  Congress  an  opportunity  to  check 
on  the  activities  of  the  Executive. 

The  arrangement  has  worked  out  fair¬ 
ly  well.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  one 
of  those  cases  where  we  should  retain  the 
same  right  to  examine  proposals  before 
they  go  into  effect. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  do  not  quarrel  with 
my  friend  at  all  about  that,  but  that  is 
not  the  point  from  which  we  start.  It  is 
not  a  case  of  examining  the  projects  and 
saying  to  the  Postmaster  General,  “You 
submit  every  one  of  them  45  days  before 
the  law  goes  into  effect.”  It  is  not  a  case 
of  saying  to  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  “Send  up  every  project  and 
have  it  placed  in  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  and  referred  to-a  committee,  so  that 
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it  will  be  in  the  light  of  day  where  all 
the  world  can  see  it  for  a  period  of  45 
days.”  That  is  not  what  is  said  in  the 
bill.  The  bill  provides  that  an  executive 
function  cannot  be  made  effecive  until 
Congress  acts  through  one  of  its  com¬ 
mittees.  When  we  have  done  that,  we 
have  clutched  to  the  legislative  bosom  a 
part  of  the  executive  power;  and  I  think 
we  are  on  bad  ground. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  further? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  difficulty  with  the 
Senator’s  proposal  is  that  it  would  not 
be  possible  in  the  ordinary  case  for  the 
Congress  to  prevent  these  contracts  from 
going  into  effect.  It  would  be  necessary 
to  pass  legislation  in  each  instance.  It 
amounts  to  the  fact  that  we  must  as¬ 
sume  the  initiative  of  getting  a  bill 
through  the  two  Houses  of  Congress  and 
signed  by  the  President  in  order  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  Postmaster  General  or  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  from  en¬ 
tering  into  such  a  contract. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  committee 
should  veto,  by  failing  to  agree,  a  con¬ 
struction  contract,  it  is  always  possible 
for  the  Senator  interested  in  that  type 
of  contract  to  introduce  a  bill  and  carry 
the  burden  of  pressing  for  action  on  it 
in  the  Congress  in  the  event  that  this 
expeditious  procedure  could  not  be  used. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Let  me  say  to  my 
friend  from  Louisiana  that  with  respect 
to  military  property  we  have  placed  it 
in  a  different  class,  even  though  it  does 
embrace  such  things  as  military  hous¬ 
ing.  I  recognize,  of  course,  that  the 
power  there  is  to  make  special  provision 
for  the  national  security.  Here  we  are 
dealing  with  property  in  every  county 
and  every  community  in  the  United 
States.  If  titles  should  come  into  ques¬ 
tion,  obviously,  the  first  thing  a  title  at¬ 
torney  would  be  thinking  about  would  be 
whether  there  had  been  an  agreement 
by  a  committee  of  the  Congress  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  law.  Then  what  would 
happen?  The  work  would  have  to  be 
done  by  a  member  of  the  staff.  Cer¬ 
tainly  members  of  the  committee  will 
not  be  here  in  recess  time.  So  here  is 
a  function  which  is  being  extended  to 
the  staff  to  make  a  report  to  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee.  It  involves  prop¬ 
erty  all  over  the  country  such  as  is 
needed  for  normal  Federal  functions, 
and  involves  not  only  the  exercise  of 
executive  power,  but  an  almost  impos¬ 
sible  function. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  May  I  suggest  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  that  he 
shares  in  this  precedent?  The  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  has  clutched  to  its 
bosom  powers  in  the  same  fashion.  The 
Appropriations  Committees  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House,  so  far  as  I  know, 
took  that  power  to  themselves  by  reso¬ 
lution  or  action  within  the  committees 
by  which  they  said  that  funds  similar  to 
these  should  not  be  expended  until  there 
was  a  release. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
show  how  wrong  is  my  friend  from  South 
Dakota.  Not  a  thing  which  comes 


through  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  a  nickel’s  worth  of  effect  until  it  is 
approved  on  the  Senate  floor.  This  bill 
provides  that  none  of  these  contracts  can 
go  into  effect  until  they  are  approved  by 
the  Public  Works  Committee,  which  is 
a  committee  of  this  body. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  projects  which  go  to 
the  Appropriations  Committee  have 
also  been  authorized  before  they  go  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services;  but 
there  is  no  legislation,  so  far  as  I  know, 
which  establishes  the  authority  which 
the  Appropriations  Committee  has 
exercised  in  not  releasing  funds  until 
they  have  cleared  those  committees. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  power  of  the 
purse  is  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  CASE.  We  are  trying  to  make  it 
impossible  for  an  administrative  agency 
of  the  Government  to  make  contracts 
and  commitments  which  will  bind  Con¬ 
gress  to  make  appropriations  through 
the  years. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  answer  is  two¬ 
fold.  It  could  either  be  the  amendment 
I  have  pending,  or  it  could  be  the  pro¬ 
posal  which  has  been  so  carefully 
shaped  and  fashioned  by  my  friend  from 
South  Dakota.  I  will  say  to  him  now 
that  if  he  can  get  his  committee  to 
adopt  the  proposal  he  read  a  few 
moments  ago,  I  shall  withdraw  the 
amendment  I  have  on  the  desk  and  go 
along  with  him,  because  he  has  elimi¬ 
nated  the  requirement  that  there  be  an 
agreement  by  members  of  the  two  com¬ 
mittees.  That  is  the  crux  of  the  matter. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  bringing  this  matter  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate.  He  knows  that  I  dis¬ 
agree  with  him,  but  I  admire  his  attitude 
in  protecting  the  Constitution  accord¬ 
ing  to  his  interpretation  thereof.  In  the 
Rankin  memorandum  I  notice  there  is 
no  court  case  cited  to  sustain  the  posi¬ 
tion.  Evidently  the  question  has  not 
been  before  a  court  in  any  outstanding 
case.  It  is  simply  a  matter  of  individual 
opinion,  we  might  say,  of  different  per¬ 
sons  charged  with  responsibility. 

I  remember  that  a  number  of  years 
ago  one  of  the  constitutional  questions 
before  the  country  was  whether  Con¬ 
gress  could  constitutionally  delegate 
power  to  the  Executive  to  regulate  tariff 
schedules  or  to  change  them.  It  was 
debated  back  and  forth  for  many  years, 
and  it  was  finally  established  that  such 
authority  did  exist.  But  the  impressive 
thing  about  it  was  the  problem  of  regu¬ 
lating  tariff  schedules,  and  it  was  deter¬ 
mined  that  such  work  simply  could  not 
be  done  fully  by  the  Congress. 

That  situation  has  been  reached  here. 
The  newspapers  are  saying  that  the  bill 
provides  for  $3  billion.  We  could  go 
ahead  and  appropriate  for  each  individ¬ 
ual  building,  but  the  problem  is  so  large 
and  so  extensive  that  it  is  similar  to  the 
tariff  problem,  where  some  adjustment 
of  the  equilibrium  is  required  within  the 
different  branches  of  Government.  It 
is  the  hand  of  necessity  that  is  operating. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  cannot  concede 
that  to  my  friend  from  Mississippi,  be¬ 
cause  I  do  not  think  he  has  put  his  finger 
on  the  difference  between  the  problems. 
In  the  case  to  which  he  has  called  at¬ 
tention  there  was  involved  the  delegation 
of  a  legislative  power  which  is  not  in¬ 
volved  here.  We  delegate  all  sorts  of 
powers.  The  question  involved  there  was 
that  of  delegating  a  legislative  power 
which  could  be  exercised  only  by  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Is  it  not  the  Senator’s 
argument  that  this  is  merely  an  en¬ 
croachment  upon  the  Executive  power? 
Mr.  DIRKSEN.  No,  indeed. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator  was  arguing  that  we  have  no  right 
to  place  this  limitation  on  the  Executive 
power. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Exactly  so.  It  is  not 
a  question  whether  a  legislative  power 
is  delegated,  bpt  it  is  a  question  of  dele¬ 
gating  a  function  to  the  executive 
branch  and,  in  the  next  breath,  saying, 
“We  will  give  you  only  half  of  it;  the 
other  half  we  shall  keep.”  It  is  as  clear 
as  crystal  as  to  whether  it  is  an  in¬ 
vasion  of  the  Executive  power. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  comment? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  It  seems  to  me  that 
what  we  are  doing  is  to  impose  more  of  a 
limitation  upon  the  legislative  power. 
Congress  has  a  responsibility,  a  duty,  a 
power  to  provide  public  buildings.  We 
are  passing  on  it  now  in  part,  and  we 
shall  do  so  later  in  part.  As  I  see  it,  under 
the  rule  of  necessity,  what  is  contem¬ 
plated  certainly  is  not  prohibited  by  the 
Constitution,  and  does  no  violence  what¬ 
soever  to  the  Constitution. 

Mi-.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
not  necessary  for  me  to  labor  the  mat¬ 
ter  any  longer.  I  wish  to  conclude  with 
this  thought.  I  desire  to  see  a  bill  en¬ 
acted.  I  think  this  bill  will  be  one  of 
the  most  important  bills  which  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  will  have  considered. 
But  why  should  we  send  to  the  White 
House,  for  the  consideration  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident,  a  bill  with  this  kind  of  provision 
when  there  is  already  before  us  a 
memorandum  from  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral,  the  chief  law  officer  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  ex¬ 
pressing  his  clear  doubt  about  the  con¬ 
stitutionality  of  the  provision,  and  his 
view  that  it  is  an  invasion  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  function?  Shall  we  go  through 
this  whole  effort,  and  then  invite  a 
veto? 

I  do  not  know  what  the  President  of 
the  United  States  will  do.  I  do  not  pre¬ 
tend  to  speak  for  him,  and  I  never  have. 
But  I  say,  Mr.  President,  that  if  I  were 
sitting  at  1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  and 
this  bill  came  to  me,  and  I  had  a  con¬ 
viction  about  it,  I  think  I  would  veto  it 
on  the  basis  of  what  I  see  in  this  pro¬ 
vision.  So  it  is  probable  that  to  pass 
this  bill  will  be  love’s  labor  lost.  There 
will  be  no  bill  enacted  in  this  session,  and 
it  will  be  necessary  for  us  to  go  through 
these  motions  all  over  again. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  desire  to  make  a  very 
brief  statement 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield,  although  I 
observe  on  his  feet  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington],  who  had  been  desirous  of 
obtaining  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  shall  not  detain  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  nor  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  nor  the  Senate  more  than 
2  or  3  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an 
amendment  proposed  to  be  offered  by 
myself,  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Williams].  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  printed,  lie  on  the 
table,  and  be  taken  up  on  Monday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  shall  not  engage  in 
any  extended  statement  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois.  To  all  intents  and  pur¬ 
poses,  the  amendment  merely  would  re¬ 
quire  information  to  be  presented  to  each 
House  of  Congress,  relative  to  lease-pur¬ 
chase  transactions  which  had  been  im¬ 
mediately  prior  thereto  entered  into. 

I  believe  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  should  be  defeated, 
because  somewhere  in  the  tremendous 
new  authority  and  power  to  enter  into 
lease-purchase  arrangements  granted  in 
the  pending  legislation  there  should  be 
an  independent  check  or  balance  against 
such  power.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  au¬ 
thority  should  be  lodged  in  the  Senate 
and  House  Committees  on  Public  Works, 
as  the  bill  now  before  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vides.  C  — - 

Furthermore,  it  has  been  suggested 
earlier  that  the  entrance  into  lease-pur¬ 
chase  transactions  does  not  constitute 
any  obligation  upon  Congress  subse¬ 
quently  to  appropriate  money.  I  think 
it  is  correct  to  say  that  if  a  bill  authoriz¬ 
ing  this  type  of  transaction  is  enacted, 
and  if  thereunder  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments  are  entered  into,  they  constitute, 
at  least,  moral  commitments  on  the  part 
of  Congress  to  continue  appropriating 
funds  with  which  to  make  payments  un¬ 
der  contracts  validly  entered  into  be¬ 
tween  an  agency  of  the  Government  and 
private  individuals.  To  that  extent, 
when  we  authorize  this  type  of  transac¬ 
tion  in  the  proposed  legislation,  to  all 
intents  we  are  committing  Congress  to 
appropriate  the  necessary  moneys  with 
which  to  pay  for  the  properties  acquired 
under  the  various  agreements  which  are 
entered  into. 

Beyond  that,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
see  an  independent  check  made  by  the 
two  committees  which  will  afford  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  make  public  the  transac¬ 
tions  as  they  are  entered  into. 

I  hope  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  will  not  insist 
upon  his  amendment.  If  he  does,  then 
I  must  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  Chair  in¬ 
form  the  Senate  the  nature  of  the 
amendment  now  being  considered? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  now  is  in  the  process  of  estab¬ 
lishing  a  quorum. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  beg  pardon  of  the 
Chair;  I  thought  a  yea-and-nay  vote  was 
in  progress. 

The  Chief  Clerk  resumed  the  call  of 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  appears  to  have  left 
the  Chamber,  but  I  hope  he  will  return. 
I  have  a  brief  answer  to  make  to  his 
proposed  amendment. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  runs  to  the  very  heart  of  the  bill, 
which  I  think  is  a  meritorious  one. 
There  has  been  no  Government  building 
program  for  general  use — either  Federal 
buildings  or  post  offices — for  many  years. 
Numerous  buildings  used  by  the  Federal 
Government  are  entirely  outmoded.  A 
large  number  of  communities  which  have 
grown  great  in  recent  years  have  no 
Federal  buildings. 

We  are  not  in  a  position  financially, 
„  as  a  Nation,  to  launch  a  large  public¬ 
building  program.  Congress  has  been 
approached  by  executive  officers  who 
very  urgently  need  some  authority  to 
proceed  under  the  lease-purchase  ar¬ 
rangements  and  other  arrangements 
provided  by  the  bill,  so  that  in  the  places 
of  greatest  necessity  this  outstanding 
need  can  be  met. 

Mr.  President,  for  Congress  to  vote  for 
what  was  desired  in  its  entirety,  and 
particularly  what  was  sought  by  the 
Post  Office  Department  in  its  entirety, 
would  have,  in  effect,  abrogated  largely 
the  authority  of  Congress  in  the  import¬ 
ant  field  of  jurisdiction  over  the  con¬ 
struction  of  public  buildings.  I  think  the 
committee  of  the  Senate  which  has  con¬ 
sidered  the  matter  has  shown  a  very 
generous  disposition  to  attempt  to  meet 
the  problem,  and  I  know  that  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  Senator  from  Ill¬ 
inois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  desires  to  meet  the 
problem;  and  if  he  cannot  meet  it  in  full, 
he  wants  to  meet  it  in  part.  Our  com¬ 
mittee,  by  its  report,  shows  that  it  desires 
to  meet  the  problem  in  greaest  part. 
But  we  are  not  willing  entirely  to  give 
carte  blanche  authority,  we  are  not  will¬ 
ing  entirely  to  surrender  authority,  and 
we  are  not  willing  entirely  to  refuse  to 
assume  our  own  responsibility. 

So  the  committee,  in  making  its  report, 
has  shown  what  I  think  is  a  generous 
feeling  of  cooperation  with  the  two  exec¬ 
utive  departments  involved  in  the  ef¬ 
fort  to  meet  many  of  the  building  prob¬ 
lems,  but,  at  least  it  has  placed  some  sort 
of  restriction  or  limitation  upon  the  pro¬ 


gram,  so  as  to  afford  an  opportunity  for 
the  two  bodies  of  Congress,  through  their 
committees,  to  have  full  information  be¬ 
fore  releasing  complete  authority  as  to 
the  large  projects,  some  of  which  will 
cost  many  million  dollars. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  limitation 
provided  is  a  reasonable  one  and  that 
there  is  a  reasonable  willingness  to  co¬ 
operate.  No  such  grant  as  this  has  been 
given  under  the  various  administrations 
of  recent  years.  For  one  reason  or  an¬ 
other,  Congress  has  not  been  willing  to 
surrender  its  authority  in  the  building 
field.  The  committee  tried  to  go  a  long 
way  to  meet  the  serious  problems  con¬ 
fronting  it;  and  I  think  the  committee 
is  to  be  complimented  and  commended 
rather  than  otherwise  for  its  unwilling¬ 
ness  to  recommend  to  the  Senate  the 
passage  of  a  measure  written  in  such  a 
sweeping  form  as  to  refuse  to  recognize 
the  responsibility  of  the  Congress  to  have 
something  to  say  about  approving  large 
projects  before  they  get  under  way. 

I  think  the  measure  as  reported  is 
vastly  better  than  the  other  arrange¬ 
ment  would  be.  I  do  not  believe  a  single 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  would  have  been  willing  to  com¬ 
pletely  to  surrender  jurisdiction  and 
have  the  Congress  say,  “Henceforth  we 
are  going  to  give  up  the  power  to  author¬ 
ize  and  the  authority  to  initiate  these 
projects  in  this  field,”  which  since  the 
beginning  of  the  Nation  have  been  han¬ 
dled  as  being  subject  to  congressional 
authorization. 

Our  Government  has  grown  so  big  and 
the  need  has  grown  so  great  that  I  think 
we  are  justified,  in  our  own  good  con¬ 
sciences,  to  delegate  in  an  unlimited  way, 
authority  to  proceed  on  smaller  projects, 
but  I  do  not  believe  we  are  so  authorized 
as  to  the  larger  projects. 

I  am  sure  the  committee  would  not 
have  approved  the  bill  without  reserving 
some  sort  of  limitation.  The  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  seeks  to  remove  the  limitation, 
which  I  think  is  a  great  safeguard  for 
the  Congress  and  the  people.  Without 
that  safeguard  I  think  the  proposed  law 
would  create  suspicion  from  the  moment 
the  bill  was  enacted,  particularly  since 
so  much  of  the  jurisdiction  is  granted  to 
the  Post  Office  Department,  which  cus¬ 
tomarily  is  headed  by  the  man  who  man¬ 
aged  the  campaign  of  the  successful 
candidate  for  President,  and  because  in 
the  Post  Office  Department,  as  we  all 
know,  appointments  of  postmasters  be¬ 
come  in  large  measure  a  matter  of  poli¬ 
tics.  Subject,  of  course,  to  meeting 
civil-service  qualifications,  the  same 
comment  applies  to  other  officials  in  the 
Post  Office  Department. 

So  the  committee  has  imposed  a  con¬ 
dition,  which  we  do  not  believe  to  be 
unconstitutional,  but  a  condition  which 
follows  the  line  laid  down  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  and  which  is  being 
followed  and  observed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  Attorney  General  has  not 
objected  or  stated  that  it  is  .unconstitu¬ 
tional  for  the  executive  branch  to  oper¬ 
ate  under  the  present  law  affecting  the 
armed  services.  No  one  else  has  refused 
to  go  along  with  the  act.  Everybody 
admits  that  under  the  present  act  our 
able  Committee  on  Armed  Services  has 
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saved  many  millions  of  dollars  for  the 
Government. 

In  addition  to  that.  I  remind  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
there  are  other  instances  of  the  Congress 
having  delegated  either  to  its  committees 
or  to  the  chairmen  of  its  committees, 
various  responsibilities;  for  instance,  in 
the  matter  of  acceptance  of  advances 
from  contributing  local  agencies,  in  the 
matter  of  navigation  projects,  and  pub¬ 
lic-works  projects,  in  the  field  of  flood 
control,  and  the  like. 

It  has  not  been  very  long  since  I  per¬ 
sonally  went  before  the  two  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees  in  order  to  get  written 
authority  which,  under  the  law,  is  re¬ 
quired  before  the  Corps  of  Engineers  can 
accept  advances,  which  will  become 
binding  on  the  Congress.  This  is  not 
an  unknown  feature  in  our  law.  It  is  a 
feature  which  is  used  to  the  advantage 
of  the  Nation. 

What  is  of  great  importance,  and  I 
say  this  with  much  respect  to  my  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  is  that  if  the 
provision  being  discussed  is  not  placed 
in  the  bill,  the  result  will  be  that  Con¬ 
gress  will  not  pass  any  legislation  in  this 
field,  because  I  know  the  group  in  the 
Senate  which  has  studied  the  subject 
most,  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
was  unanimous  in  its  belief  that  it 
should  not  be  asked  by  the  executive 
branch  to  surrender  completely  its 
jurisdiction  as  to  the  large  projects  which 
I  have  mentioned. 

I  hope  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  not  insist  upon  his  amend¬ 
ment,  but  if  he  does,  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  vote  it  down. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  clear,  by  what  I  think  will  be 
a  simple  question,  that  the  Senator  does 
not  state  the  whole  case.  Let  me  ask 
the  Senator  from  Florida  a  question:  If 
under  the  pending  bill  should  it  become 
a  law,  it  were  proposed  to  construct  "a 
post-office  building  at  Tallahassee,  Fla., 
and  the  proposal  came  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  held  that  there  was  definitely  no 
need  for  a  new  post-office  building  in 
Tallahassee,  Fla.,  what  would  happen? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  would  hope  the 
committee,  under  those  conditions, 
would  refuse  to  approve  the  project; 
but  I  suggest  that  such  a  project  could 
not  come  before  the  committee,  under 
the  terms  of  the  bill  reported  by  the 
committee,  unless  there  was  required  a 
payment  of  rental  of  more  than  $20,000 
annually. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  assume  that 
in  a  town  the  size  of  Tallahassee  that 
would  be  the  case.  I  think  there  is  a 
simple  answer,  and  the  simple  answer  is 
that  the  provision  is  not  a  limitation,  as 
has  been  suggested  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida,  but  it  is  an  abso¬ 
lute  veto  of  an  executive  power. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  -Answering  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  I  would  say  that  the  provision 
would  retain  in  the  Congress  a  part  of 
its  own  responsibility,  and  would  con¬ 
stitute  a  refusal  to  abdicate  that  re¬ 
sponsibility;  and  if  the  executive  de¬ 
partments  do  not  want  any  authority 
except  the  kind  that  has  been  granted  to 
them  heretofore,  they  can  be  obstinate 


and  refuse  to  proceed  under  the  author¬ 
ity  provided  by  the  bill.  I  believe  I 
speak  for  the  full  membership  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  when  I  say 
that,  much  as  we  should  like  to  co¬ 
operate  in  granting  authority  to  proceed 
in  small  matters — and  that  would  be 
in  more  than  nine-tenths  of  the  proj¬ 
ects — we  do  not  think  we  can  properly 
advise  the  Senate  and  the  Congress  to 
surrender  our  power  in  the  larger  field. 

It  is  a  revolutionary  thing  which  the 
executive  agencies  are  asking  us  to  do. 
Simply  because  we  are  not  willing  to  go 
the  whole  way,  I  do  not  want  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  to  fail  to  recognize  the 
fact  that  we  are  offering  to  go  along  part 
of  the  way;  and  in  that  we  are  doing  a 
revolutionary  thing.  This  has  not  been 
done  heretofore  in  all  the  years  of  our 
Nation’s  history. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE.  Do  the  executive  agencies 
have  power  to  build  a  post  office  in  Tal¬ 
lahassee,  Fla.,  today? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  They  do  not,  and 
under  this  bill,  if  the  rental  in  Talla¬ 
hassee,  to  which  reference  was  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  should  be 
more  than  $20,000  the  limitation  would 
come  into  play  and  would  prevent  the 
construction  of  a  post  office  there  un¬ 
less  there  was  agreement  about  it  by 
the  two  committees.  So  far  as  nine- 
tenths  of  the  towns  in  the  State  of  Flor¬ 
ida  are  concerned,  many  of  which  do 
not  have  post  offices  because  they  have 
grown  in  stature  in  recent  years,  the 
question  would  not  apply  to  them,  and 
there  would  be  no  limitation,  and  the 
Post  Office  Department  would  be  free  to 
move  ahead  and  get  the  job  done. 

We  want  them  to  do  that.  We  do  not 
care  to  pettifog  about  a  lot  of  small  mat¬ 
ters  in  the  Congress  or  the  committee. 
While  the  Senate  is  doing  a  revolution¬ 
ary  thing,  I  think  it  is  fully  within  its 
right  to  refuse  to  go  the  whole  way  as  to 
the  very  large  projects,  and  that  the 
committee  is  to  be  commended  for  re¬ 
fusing  to  give  up  the  control  entirely  as 
to  such  projects. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  just  asked  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  whether  the  executive  department 
now  has  authority  to  construct  a  build¬ 
ing  in  Tallahassee,  Fla.  The  answer 
was  “No.”  It  seems  to  me  the  question 
that  should  be  put  and  that  should  have 
an  answer  is  this;  Inasmuch  as  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  department  does  not  have  that 
authority  at  this  time,  can  it  get  the  au¬ 
thority  from  2  congressional  commit¬ 
tees,  1  from  each  House,  rather  than 
from  the  entire  Congress? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  think  it 
could.  To  get  the  authority,  I  think  it 
would  be  necessary,  first,  to  enact  a  bill 
of  the  kind  we  propose  and  I  think  un¬ 
der  the  machinery  proposed  to  be  set  up 
there  will  simply  be  a  division  of  the 
responsibility  for  making  the  decision. 

I  see  no  reason  at  all  why  the  Senate 
itself  cannot  name  some  of  its  Members 
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who  have  experience  in  this  field,  and 
have  them  share  some  of  the  responsi¬ 
bility  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  speaks  of  sharing  the  responsi¬ 
bility.  Is  not  the  Senator  from  Hlinois 
correct  wrhen  he  suggests  that  it  is  not  a 
sharing  of  responsibility,  but  it  is  the 
absolute  power  of  decision?  Is  not  that 
what  is  involved  in  this  case? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No,  because  the  com¬ 
mittee  could  not  initiate  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  building  at  Tallahassee,  Fla. 
That  would  be  entirely  up  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  department.  It  would  have  to  sat¬ 
isfy  its  own  conscience  as  to  the  need 
for  the  building,  and  would  have  to  make 
the  recommendation.  But  there  would 
be  a  sharing  of  the  final  responsibility. 

I  suggest  that  at  this  point  we  are 
talking  about  1  case  out  of  10,  or  per¬ 
haps  fewer  than  that;  but  there  are  in¬ 
volved  cases  in  which  there  will  be  very 
heavy  cost  to  the  Federal  Government, 
and  in  regard  to  which  the  committee 
believes  there  will  be  great  opportunity 
for  misuse  or  misapplication  of  funds. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  further  to 
me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

*Mr.  CORDON.  I  wish  to  correct  the 
statement  I  made  a  moment  ago.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  said  that  an  ab¬ 
solute  power  of  veto  rests  in  the  com¬ 
mittee,  under  this  provision  of  the  bill. 
I  wish  to  accept  that  statement. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  agree  that  there 
would  be  mutual  responsibility  in  the 
small  number  of  cases  in  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  felt  it  could  not  recommend  to 
the  Senate  that  it  resign  entirely  its  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Floridsl  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  I  desire  to  ask  a 
question:  Has  it  not  been  a  fact  that, 
in  the  past,  the  Congress,  after  action 
by  various  committees,  such  as  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  and  others,  has  au¬ 
thorized  the  construction  of  buildings 
which  were  regarded  as  necessary,  but 
has  not  necessarily  given  them  priority 
of  construction?  Is  it  not  also  a  fact 
that,  thereafter,  the  Congress,  through 
its  Appropriations  Committees,  has  de¬ 
cided  which  projects  or  buildings  should 
have  priority,  and  has  done  that  by 
making  the  necessax-y  appropriations? 
Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct. 
There  is  a  large  body  of  authorizations, 
and  the  Senate  acts  last  on  the  question 
of  which  of  the  authorizations  shall  be 
given  preferred  status,  by  means  of  ap¬ 
propriations.  That  is  done  by  withhold¬ 
ing  appropriations  from  the  others,  and 
by  making  appropriations  for  the  one  or 
ones  to  be  given  preferred  status  or  pri¬ 
ority. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Thereby  the  Con¬ 
gress  selects  the  ones  to  be  built  first. 

So,  Mr.  President,  under  the  pending 
measure  we  shall  not  have  changed  by 
one  iota  the  power  the  executive  branch 
has  had  all  along. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  but  I  remind  him 
again  that  Congress  would  reserve  even 
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that  right  only  in  the  case  of  the  large 
projects. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  That  is  correct;  but 
the  amendment  would  entirely  nullify 
that,  would  completely  turn  over  control 
of  the  funds  to  the  executive  branch, 
would  permit  the  executive  branch  to 
handle  them  as  it  pleased,  and  would 
take  away  from  Congress — which,  under 
the  Constitution,  has  that  responsibil¬ 
ity — the  power  available  to  it  under  the 
Constitution. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  again  to  me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  do  not  wish  to  be 
misunderstood  in  connection  with  the 
colloquy.  I  do  not  object  to  the  safety 
provisions  the  committee  has  thrown 
around  the  bill.  I  do  object  to  the  fact 
that  there  is  a  grant  of  authority  of  this 
character  under  such  safety  provisions 
as  have  been  thrown  around  it.  I  object 
to  the  fact  that  two  executive  officers, 
with  the  consent  of  two  committees  of 
the  Congress,  will  be  put  in  a  position 
of  having  authority  to  spend  tremen¬ 
dous,  fantastic  amounts  of  money.  In 
fact,  the  suggestion  has  been  made  that 
the  amounts  might  be  as  large  as  $3 
billion  of  the  taxpayers’  money  or  even 
larger  sums  of  money  than  that. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon.  He  has 
made  a  real  contribution. 

There  is  a  question  of  very  serious 
effect  here,  namely,  as  to  whether  the 
bill  should  be  passed  at  all.  But  the 
House  committee  and  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee — and  now  I  speak  particularly 
for  the  Senate  committee — felt  that  the 
long  delay  in  the  construction  of  public 
buildings,  the  inadequacy  of  the  present 
funds  for  construction  of  such  buildings, 
and  the  actual  suffering  occurring  in 
many  communities  because  of  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  such  facilities  justify  our  going 
as  far  as  we  would  go  under  the  bill  as 
recommended. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  point  will  the  Senator  from  Florida 
yield  to  me  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  has  made  a  point  of  the  inade¬ 
quacy  of  Federal  funds.  It  seems  to  me 
that  if  the  executive  branch  needs  a 
building,  it  should  make  request  for  it, 
by  means  of  requesting  an  appropriation 
by  Congress — as  has  been  done  in  the 
past.  If  the  Government  cannot  afford 
to  make  the  appropriation,  then  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  should  postpone 
it. 

But  by  means  of  this  bill  there  would 
be  authorized  the  expenditure  of  as  large 
a  sum  as  $3  billion,  and  a  great  many 
billions  of  dollars  over  a  25-year  period, 
at  which  time  it  is  possible  that  the  funds 
available  will  be  still  more  inadequate. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  that  from  the 
first  I  thought  the  bill  was  a  grab-bag 
bill,  but  now  I  am  convinced  that  it  is 
a  “steal.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
point  out  that  the  bill  did  not  seem  to 
be  such  to  the  25  or  30  Senators  who  have 
been  dealing  with  it,  and  who  are  as  con¬ 


scientious  in  their  attitude  as  is  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  have  not  said 
they  were  not  conscientious  or  sincere;  I 
merely  said  that  although  at  first  I  re¬ 
garded  the  bill  as  a  grab-bag  bill,  now 
I  am  convinced  that  it  is  a  “steal.” 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me  for 
a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  What  expenditures 
would  be  required  to  amortize  the  $3 
billion? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  know  where 
the  $3  billion  figure  came  from.  It  was 
not  mentioned  in  the  committee.  It  was 
taken  from  a  newspaper  article,  I  believe. 
There  is  no  validity  to  the  figure  inso¬ 
far  as  the  record  or  the  committee’s 
recommendations  are  concerned. 

My  own  belief  is  that  only  the  most 
necessitous  construction  will  be  permit¬ 
ted  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill.  I 
do  not  believe  it  is  a  sound  policy,  over¬ 
all,  to  abandon  the  old  system,  under 
which  the  post  offices  in  the  various 
towns  have  been  symbols  of  the  Federal 
Government.  They  have  usually  occu¬ 
pied  the  central  squares  and  generally 
have  been  regarded  as  the  Federal 
building,  pure  and  simple.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  sound  to  depart  fully  from 
that  system  to  a  new  system  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  additional  facilities,  to  re¬ 
place  the  ones  now  being  rented  by  the 
Federal  Government,  and  for  which  the 
Federal  Government  is  paying  very  large 
rentals  under  leases.  Under  the  pro¬ 
posed  new  system  we  would  have  first- 
class  new  buildings;  but  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  make  it  impossible  for  the  old 
practice  and  the  old  system  to  be  con¬ 
tinued.  I  believe  in  having  the  United 
States  Government  have  its  own  symbol 
of  greatness  in  each  town,  where  that  is 
possible,  by  having  such  buildings 
greeted.  /A  — 

tT  wish  to  have  it  completely  under- 
tood  that  the  committee  does  not  recom- 
nend  this  bill  as  one  to  take  the  place  of 
a  general  public  buildings-construction 
program. 

'  -  Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  further 
to  me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  For  a  long  time  we 
have  had  the  experience  of  having  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  erected  by  direction  of  the 
administration.  It  has  happened  more 
than  once  during  the  past  20  years  that 
a  community  has  been  very  desirous  of 
having  a  new  postmaster,  but  has  gotten 
a  new  post  office  instead.  So  it  is  not  un¬ 
precedented  for  the  administration  to 
take  the  bit  in  its  teeth,  in  connection 
with  a  building  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  for  his  comment.  I 
thought  the  very  fine  political  party  he 
represents,  and  which  I  do  not  represent, 
would  take  care  in  its  own  way,  and  at  a 
legal  time.  Of  the  question  of  personnel. 
In  this  particular  bill  we  are  not  dealing 
with  that  question. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  realizes  that  I  did  not  mean  to  im¬ 


pugn  the  motives  or  the  judgment  of 
members  of  the  committee.  What  I  am 
trying  to  say  is  that  I  believe  the  effect 
of  the  bill,  when  we  add  up  the  cost  at 
the  end  of  25  years,  will  be  that  the 
American  people  will  interpret  it  as  a 
grab  bag.  I  think  we  might  even  use 
a  more  vulgar  term.  Someone  will  get 
3  times  as  much  money  out  of  the 
Federal  Government  over  the  25-year 
period  as  would  have  been  the  case  if 
the  Government  itself  had  constructed 
the  buildings.  If  we  have  not  enough 
courage  to  ask  for  a  Federal  appropria¬ 
tion  for  a  Federal  building  which  is 
needed,  we  ought  to  postpone  its  con¬ 
struction. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  sure  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  did  not  mean  to  impugn 
the  motives  of  any  Senator.  I  wish  to 
make  that  point  clear. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  situation  is 
that  those  interested  do  not  wish  to  come 
to  Congress  and  ask  for  appropriations 
for  needed  Federal  buildings. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  may  be  some 
soundness  in  what  the  Senator  suggests. 
Yet  I  recall  that  the  last  time  the  com¬ 
munities  of  the  Nation  came  here  asking 
for  Federal  buildings  they  received  in¬ 
stead  an  appropriation  of  $70  million  to 
buy  sites  for  some  340  buildings,  and  to 
provide  the  plans  for  them.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  handled  that  matter 
both  in  the  hearings  and  on  the  floor.  I 
remember  that  when  that  measure 
reached  our  distinguished  colleagues  at 
the  other  end  of  the  Capitol  they  wrote 
an  amendment  to  the  effect  that  there 
could  be  one  of  such  buildings  in  each 
congressional  district  in  the  Nation,  and 
no  more.  So  we  were  completely  pre¬ 
vented  from  meeting  the  needs  of  the 
communities  which  had  grown  so  rapidly 
and  with  respect  to  which  there  was  a 
great  need  at  the  time. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President - - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  As  shown  by  the  re¬ 
port,  I  sympathize  to  a  great  extent  with 
the  feeling  of  the  executive  agencies  that 
they  can  do  a  good  job  in  meeting  the 
county-seat  requests,  and  that  we  ought 
«•  to  free  them  to  do  so. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Of  course,  the 
Senator  knows  that  under  the  provisions 
of  this  bill  there  will  be  public  buildings 
in  every  district  anyway,  at  a  cost  of 
about  three  times  what  the  cost  would 
be  if  the  Federal  Government  were  to 
appropriate  the  money. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hope  the  Senator  is 
wrong  in  his  prediction,  although  I  rec¬ 
ognize  his  right  to  make  it. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  The  question  has 
been  raised  with  reference  to  establish¬ 
ing  a  precedent  by  this  bill.  I  ask  if  it 
is  not  a  fact,  with  refence  to  the 
armed  services  construction  program, 
that  we  have  permitted  certain  devia¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated,  in  order  to  expedite  the  program, 
but  that  in  each  case  the  question  has 
been  referred  back  to  the  appropriate 
committees  of  Congress.  Is  that  not 
correct? 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  That  is  exactly  what 
the  committee  proposes  in  this  case. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  point  which  con¬ 
cerns  the  junior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
is  that  the  committee  did  not  require 
that  enough  of  these  projects  be  reviewed 
by  the  House  and  Senate  committees. 

I  have  before  me  an  edition  of  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Evening  Star  which  contains  a 
story  regarding  this  particular  bill.  It 
refers  to  a  release  by  the  Postmaster 
General  of  a  list  of  buildings  which 
could  be  constructed  under  the  terms  of 
the  bill,  referring  to  22  post  offices  in 
Maryland  and  21  post  offices  in  Vir¬ 
ginia.  I  notice  that  approximately  half 
those  post  offices  would  be  constructed 
at  a  cost  of  less  than  $250,000  each. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Postmaster 
General,  if  he  so  desired,  could  reduce 
the  price  by  about  10  percent  on  many 
of  those  buildings  and  could  thereby 
avoid  having  to  come  before  the  Senate 
and  House  committees  to  obtain  their 
agreement  in  constructing  those  post 
offices.  I  had  hoped  that  the  committee 
would  agree  to  reduce  the  figure  from 
$20,000  to  approximately  $10,000,  so  that 
a  building  with  a  value  of  $200,000,  to  be 
constructed  under  one  of  the  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements,  would  be  subject  to 
approval  by  the  Senate  and  House  com¬ 
mittees. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  is  a  good  ar¬ 
gument  for  that  change.  However,  that 
would  place  the  Senate  in  a  less  gener¬ 
ous  position  than  is  represented  by  the 
recommendation  of  the  committee,  with 
reference  to  the  grant  of  power  to  the 
executive  agency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  as  modified. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  amendment  be  stated  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

amendment,  as  modified,  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  all  of  lines 

II  to  19,  inclusive,  and  to  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

(e)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement 
calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more  than 
$20,000  per  annum  shall  be  executed  under 
this  section  unless  it  has  been  submitted, 
45  days  prior  to  its  effective  date,  to  the 
President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  for  appro¬ 
priate  reference  to  committees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Legislative  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Bush]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Thye]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Beall],  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  the 


Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater], 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner], 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Langer],  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Welker],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Beall],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush], 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Burke],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gillette],  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Len¬ 
non],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.! 
Mansfield],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  McCarran],  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore]  is  absent  on  official  business  as 
a  member  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Atomic  Energy. 

I  announce  further  that  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette]  is  paired  on 
this  vote  with  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Frear].  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  would  vote  “nay.” 

I  also  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  and  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  McCarran]  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  8, 
nays  60,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 6 


Aiken 

Duff 

Hendrickson 

Carlson 

Ferguson 

Potter 

Dirksen 

Flanders 

NAYS — 60 

Anderson 

Hoey 

Monroney 

Barrett 

Holland 

Morse 

Bennett 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Bricker 

Hunt 

Murray 

Butler,  Md. 

Ives 

Neely 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Payne 

Case 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Purtell 

Clements 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

Cordon 

Kefauver 

Russell 

Daniel 

Kilgore 

Saltonstall 

Douglas 

Knowland 

Schoeppel 

Dworshak 

Kuchel 

Smathers 

Fulbright 

Lehman 

Smith,  Maine 

Gore 

Long 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Green 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Griswold 

Malone 

Symington 

Hayden 

Martin 

Upton 

Hennings 

Maybank 

Watkins 

Hickenlooper 

McClellan 

Williams 

Hill 

Millikin 

Young 

Beau 

Bridges 

Burke 

Bush 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Capehart 

Chavez 

Cooper 

Eastland 

Ellender 


\’OT  VOTING 

Frear 

George 

Gillette 

Goldwater 

Jackson 

Jenner 

Kennedy 

Kerr 

Langer 

Lennon 


28 

Mansfield 

McCarran 

McCarthy 

Pastore 

Sparkman 

Thye 

Welker 

Wiley 


So  Mr.  Dirksen's  amendment  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  yield  to  me 
for  the  purpose  of  making  an  announce¬ 
ment  and  propounding  a  unanimous- 
consent  request,  with  the  understanding 
that  he  will  not  lose  the  floor  by  so 
yielding? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  With  that  under¬ 
standing,  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  Senator  from  California  may 
proceed. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  TO  MONDAY 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  concludes  its  business  today  it 
take  a  recess  until  12  o’clock  noon  on 
Monday  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bar¬ 
rett  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
when  the  Senate  reconvenes  on  Monday 
next  the  unfinished  business  will  be  the 
lease-purchase  bill,  which  the  Senate  has 
been  debating  and  on  which  it  has  just 
voted  to  reject  ah  amendment. 

When  the  Senate  concludes  its  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  unfinished  business,  the 
lease-purchase  bill,  it  will  be  my  inten¬ 
tion  to  move  the  consideration  of  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  1047,  S.  2911,  the  so-called 
wool  bill. 

When  the  Senate  has  disposed  of  the 
wool  bill,  it  is  my  intention  to  move 
that  the  Senate  take  up  a  number  of 
bills.  I  should  not  call  them  minor  bills, 
because  they  may  be  very  important  to 
some  Senators,  but  at  least  they  are  not 
what  are  normally  considered  to  be 
major  bills.  They  are: 

Calendar  No.  1195,  S.  2665,  to  amend 
the  Classification  Act  of  1919,  as 
amended,  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act 
of  1945,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Calendar  No.  1196-H.  R.  7512,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  conveyance  of  the  federally 
owned  lands  which  are  situated  within 
Camp  Blanding  Military  Reservation, 
Fla.,  to  the  Armory  Board,  State  of 
Florida,  in  order  to  consolidate  owner¬ 
ship  and  perpetuate  the  availability  of 
Camp  Blanding  for  military  training 
and  use. 

Calendar  No.  1137,  H.  R.  998,  author¬ 
izing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
issue  a  patent  to  the  State  of  Idaho  for 
certain  land. 

Calendar  No.  1144,  H.  R.  6251,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  abolishment  of  the  Shoshone 
Cavern  National  Monument  and  the 
transfer  of  the  land  therein  to  the  city  of 
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Cody,  Wyo.,  for  public  recreational  use, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Calendar  No.  1146,  H.  R.  1815,  to  amend 
the  Recreation  Act  of  June  14,  1926,  to 
include  other  public  purposes  and  to 
permit  nonprofit  organizations  to  lease 
public  lands  for  certain  purposes. 

When  the  Senate  has  concluded  con¬ 
sideration  of  those  bills,  two  additional 
measures  may  be  taken  up,  unless  some 
major  bills  are  ready  for  consideration. 
One  of  the  two  measures  is  calendar 
1091,  Senate  Joint  Resolution  44,  pro¬ 
posing  an  amendment  to  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  relating  to  the 
composition  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court.  The  other  measure  is 
calendar  1187,  H.  R.  8097,  the  so-called 
District  of  Columbia  public-works  bill, 
which  has  been  reported  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

While  I  always  like  to  advise  the  Sen¬ 
ate  as  far  in  advance  as  possible  of  the 
legislative  program  of  the  Senate,  it 
may  well  be  that,  so  far  as  the  last  two 
measures  are  concerned,  at  least,  other 
proposed  legislation  may  be  considered 
first.  I  shall  keep  the  minority  leader 
and  the  Senate  advised  in  advance. 

In  accordance  with  the  standard  op¬ 
erating  procedure  in  the  Senate,  as  ap¬ 
propriation  bills  are  ready  for  consider¬ 
ation,  they  will  be  taken  up  regardless 
of  what  the  Senate  may  be  considering 
at  the  time,  unless  it  will  take  only  a  few 
hours  or  so  of  additional  debate  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  then  pending  legislation. 

In  any  event,  appropriation  bills  will 
be  held  over  the  required  3  days,  so  that 
Senators  may  have  adequate  time  to 
study  the  committee  reports  and  to  ex¬ 
amine  the  record  of  the  hearings. 

There  is  one  additional  piece  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  on  the  Executive  Cal¬ 
endar,  the  report  on  which  has  been 
available  for  some  time,  but  on  which 
the  hearings  have  just  become  avail¬ 
able  and  are  now  on  the  desks  of  Sena¬ 
tors.  I  refer  to  the  bill  dealing  with 
the  international  sugar  agreement  which 
was  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations.  That  bill  we  may 
consider  after  we  dispose  of  the  wool 
bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  California 
yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  does  not  plan  to  hold  a  session  on 
Tuesday,  does  he? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  No.  I  again  an¬ 
nounce  that  following  the  completion 
of  the  work  of  the  Senate  on  Monday 
night,  we  shall  recess  until  Wednesday. 
Then,  next  Thursday  afternoon,  when 
we  complete  our  labors,  we  will  recess 
over  Good  Friday,  and,  of  course,  Sat- ' 
urday  and  Easter  Sunday,  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Monday.  On  that  Monday  Sen¬ 
ators  may  be  assured  that  there  will  be 
no  controversial  legislation,  no  matter 
what  may  then  be  the  pending  business 
before  the  Senate.  There  will  be  no  vot¬ 
ing  on  that  day,  but  I  hope  on  that  day 
to  have  a  calendar  call  of  bills  to  which 
there  is  no  objection,  beginning  from 
where  we  left  off  at  the  last  calendar 
call,  so  that  Senators  who  desire  to  go 
over  the  calendar  just  prior  to  that  time 


may  leave  word  with  their  respective 
calendar  committees.  Of  course,  there 
will  be  no  other  proposed  legislation  con¬ 
sidered  on  that  day. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Did  I  hear  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  say  that  the  so-called  wool 
bill  is  scheduled  for  consideration? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  When  we  com¬ 
plete  the  lease-purchase  bill,  the  wool  bill 
will  be  the  next  bill  to  be  called  up. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Did  the  Senator 
say  that  Calendar  No.  1199,  Senate  bill 
3197,  is  to  be  considered? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  referred  to  Cal¬ 
endar  Nos.  1195,  S.  2665,  1196,  H.  R.  7512, 
1137,  H.  R.  998,  1144,  H.  R.  6521,  and 
1146,  H.  R.  1815. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 

CONTRACTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Building  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing 
purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  rejection  of  the  amendment 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  I  should  like  to  inquire  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  on  page  11  of  the  bill 
under  consideration  is  still  subject  to 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  the 
committee  amendments  have  been  agreed 
to.  They  will  not  be  open  to  amend¬ 
ment  unless  they  are  reconsidered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  understood  that 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  was  to  strike  the  first 
committee  amendment  on  page  11  of  the 
bill.  That  amendment  was  rejected.  I 
am  now  inquiring  whether  the  committee 
amendment  on  page  11,  beginning  on 
line  6,  is  now  subject  to  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment,  but  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  has  been  agreed  to,  and 
it  must  first  be  reconsidered  before  it 
would  be  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  committee 
amendment,  then,  is  not  subject  to  fur¬ 
ther  amendment - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Unless  it 
is  reconsidered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  vote 
whereby  the  amendment  on  page  11,  sub- 
paragraph  (g),  beginning  on  line  6,  was 
agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  do  I  correctly 
understand  that  the  Senator  has  refer¬ 
ence  to  only  one  of  the  committee 
amendments?  The  Senator  is  not  ask¬ 
ing  to  reconsider  all  the  committee 
amendments,  is  he? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Only  the  one  to 
which  I  have  referred. 


Mr.  KNOWLAND.  So  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  may  offer  an  amendment  to  that 
committee  amendment? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  if  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  that  he  desires  to  have 
reconsidered  the  committee  amendment 
which  involves  exactly  the  same  question 
which  the  Senate  by  yea-and-nay  vote 

Vi o  e  HpriHpH  9 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  will  not  be  the 
same  question.  I  propose  to  move  to 
strike  out  the  words  beginning  in  line  6, 
and  continuing  in  line  7,  providing  for 
the  expenditure  of  more  than  $20,000  per 
annum.  That  is  all  my  amendment  is 
intended  to  propose,  but  I  should  like  to 
have  it  considered. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object — and  I  shall  not  ob¬ 
ject — I  am  wondering  if  it  might  be 
agreed  that  the  amendment  which  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
has  in  mind  might  be  offered  first,  so  that 
it  will  be  the  pending  question  when  the 
Senate  resumes  the  consideration  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  I  can  obtain 
unanimous  consent  to  reconsider  it  so 
that  it  will  be  open  to  amendment  on 
Monday,  I  shall  not  press  my  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time.  I  shall  wait  until 
Monday  to  offer  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


AIRPOWER 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  a 
week  ago  yesterday,  shortly  before  7, 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Michigan  told  me  he  was  going  to  com¬ 
ment  on  some  remarks  I  made  about  air- 
power  the  previous  Tuesday,  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  floor. 

I  advised  the  Senator  why  it  was  not 
possible  for  me  to  stay  at  that  time;  but 
the  next  day  I  read  his  remarks  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  it  proper  for 
me  to  say  at  this  time  that  I  did  not  agree 
with  some  of  the  remarks  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Michigan.  I  did  not,  and 
do  not,  embrace  them. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  resurrects 
the  old,  original  excuse  for  interfering 
with  the  Air  Force  program. 

He  asserts  it  is  a  myth  that  143  wings 
would  have  been  possible  in  1955,  and 
adds  that  any  conviction  there  could 
have  been  143  wings  by  1955  is  “based  on 
the  dreams  of  3  years  ago.” 

June  3  last  is  not  3  years  ago.  It  is  not 
1  year  ago.  But  on  June  3  of  last  year, 
the  man  now  recognized  as  a  true 
prophet  of  airpower,  the  late  Gen.  Hoyt 
Vandenberg,  testified  before  Senator 
Ferguson  and  his  committee  as  follows: 

Six  months  ago  our  program  of  expansion 
and  modernization  was  progressing  in  an 
orderly  manner  and  there  was  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  we  could  attain  143  modern  wings 
before  December  1955.  Base  construction 
had  already  become  a  more  serious  bottle- 
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neck  than  aircraft  procurement,  but  the  so¬ 
lutions  were  in  sight,  if  we  could  have  car¬ 
ried  them  out. 

The  record  of  General  Vandenberg 
proves  he  was  not  a  man  who  thought 
or  dealt  in  myths. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  claims  the 
new  administration  has  reduced  slip¬ 
pages  in  aircraft  production.  At  the 
same  time  he  maintains  continuing  slip¬ 
pages  would  have  prevented  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  143-wing  program  on 
schedule. 

These  claims  would  seem  to  offset  each 
other. 

Last  June  General  Vandenberg  also 
testified : 

This  new  stretchout  has  not  been  made 
necessary  by  slippages  in  the  production  of 
combat  aircraft.  There  have  been  slippages 
in  the  past,  and  some  of  them  have  caused 
us  concern,  but  the  Air  Force  and  the  aircraft 
industry  have  worked  together  through  the 
difficult  years  of  tooling  up  for  new  models 
and  for  increased  capacity  with  good  results. 
Aircraft  production  is  no  longer  a  principal 
source  of  difficulty. 

Anyone  with  knowledge  of  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  aircraft  or,  for  that  matter  the 
production  of  anything,  knows  that  slip¬ 
pages  always  occur,  but  are  reduced,  as 
production  proceeds  on  the  model  in 
question. 

One  also  knows  it  takes  a  long  time  to 
produce  fighters,  especially  modern 
fighters,  and  an  even  longer  time  to  pro¬ 
duce  bombers. 

Let  me  present  just  one  illustration. 
Five  years  ago,  in  March  1949  to  be  exact, 
the  first  production  order — not  experi¬ 
mental  order,  production  order — of  the 
new  long-range  B-52  jet  bomber  came 
over  my  desk  when  I  was  with  the  Air 
Force. 

Today,  5  years  later,  exactly  1  produc¬ 
tion  article  of  that  bomber  has  been 
completed,  despite  the  fact  that  since 
then  we  have  had  the  great  impetus  for 
more  defense  effort  as  the  result  of  the 
Korean  war,  along  with  all  the  grave 
new  implications  incident  to  the  Soviet 
now  having,  in  production,  modern  long- 
range  bombers  and  the  atomic  and 
hydrogen  bombs. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  went  on 
to  say :  / 

It  is  important  for  the  American  people 
to  realize  that  it  had  become  obvious  to  dis¬ 
cerning  individuals  within  the  Air  Force 
itself  that  the  143-wing  goal  would  not,  and 
could  not,  be  accomplished  on  the  dates  set. 

Based  on  the  quotation  I  have  just 
cited,  it  is  also  important  for  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  to  know  that  the  Chief  of 
Staff  of  the  Air  Force,  one  who  had  access 
to  all  the  information  of  every  officer  and 
every  civilian  in  the  Air  Force,  plus  all 
records,  was  convinced  1  year  ago  that 
the  goal  could  be  accomplished. 

That  was  also  true  of  both  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  Under 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

In  fact  the  former  Under  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force,  Mr.  Roswell  Gilpatric, 
partner  in  the  law  firm  of  Cravath, 
Swain  &  Moore,  has  just  written  me  as 
follows: 

Last  evening  I  got  hold  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  containing  Senator  Fer¬ 
guson’s  speech  on  April  1,  replying  to  your 
talk  on  March  30.  With  one  exception,  most 


of  the  points  he  sought  to  make  are  “old 
stuff.” 

Slippages:  During  1952-53  there  were,  as 
there  always  will  be  as  long  as  new  models 
axe  being  brought  into  production,  slippages 
in  aircraft  production. 

As  you  know,  at  that  time  the  Air  Force 
was  having  trouble  with  the  F-84F,  the 
F-89D,  and  the  Kaiser-Frazer  C-119s. 

What  programs  are  in  difficulties  now  I 
do  not  know,  but  the  Air  Force  will  undoubt¬ 
edly  have  production  problems  with  the 
F-101,  F-102,  F104,  and  the  F-105 — not  to 
mention  such  new  bomber  production  as 
the  B-52. 

The  exact  extent  of  the  slippages  under 
the  A-19  production  schedule  was  put  into 
the  record  during  the  hearings  last  spring 
before  the  House  Military  Appropriations 
Subcommittee.  At  that  time,  taking  into 
account  all  aircraft  production  in  this  coun¬ 
try  for  the  MDAP  program  as  well  as  for  the 
United  States  Air  Force  itself,  deliveries  had 
fallen  behind  8.5  percent  for  all  types  of  air¬ 
craft  and  13  percent  for  combat  aircraft. 
Considering  only  planes  being  produced  for 
the  Air  Force  (and  hence  excluding  the 
F-84G’s  and  C-119’s  being  supplied  for 
NATO) ,  the  slippage  was  12  percent  for  all 
aircraft,  and  22  percent  for  combat  aircraft. 
(Transcript  of  hearings,  pp.  971-972.) 

Senator  Ferguson  obviously  referred  in  his 
speech  to  the  highest  possible  percentage; 
in  General  Vandenberg’s  statement  last  year 
(transcript,  p.  982)  the  lowest  percentage, 
namely,  8  percent,  was  used.  Both  were  right 
with  respect  to  the  sort  of  slippages  which 
each  was  talking  about. 

During  last  year’s  hearings  before  the 
House  subcommittee,  the  principal  witness 
on  the  Air  Force  program,  Major  General 
Richer,  expressly  testified  that  the  Air  Force 
would  have  reached  its  goal  of  143  wings  by 
1955,  barring  acts  of  God,  but  taking  into 
account  slippages.  (Transcript,  pp.  115- 
116.) 

Comparative  jet  strength:  Your  statement 
that  the  air  units  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force  will  not  be  50  percent  jet  powered 
until  1957,  which  Senator  Ferguson  called 
misleading  and  inaccurate  was  taken  right 
out  of  the  President’s  budget  message  for 
this  year,  viz: 

“At  the  present  time,  the  Air  Force,  Navy, 
and  Marine  Air  Forces  have  a  total  active 
inventory  of  approximately  33,000  aircraft, 
of  which  approximately  one-third  are  jet 
aircraft.  The  emphasis  on  airpower  is  re¬ 
flected  in  the  objective  of  increasing  the 
active  aircraft  inventory  to  more  than  40,- 
000  during  the  next  3  years,  with  more  than 
half  of  these  aircraft  to  be  jets.” 

Cutback  of  965  planes:  You  yourself  cov¬ 
ered  this  subject  very  well  in  your  speech 
last  year,  as  you  did  Secretary  Wilson’s  state¬ 
ment  that  the  Air  Force  program  was  not 
coordinated  and  in  balance. 

Obligations:  The  reference  to  the  General 
Accounting  Office’s  finding  that  approxi¬ 
mately  $5  billion  of  Air  Force  unliquidated 
obligations  as  of  June  30,  1953,  were  ques¬ 
tionable  items  is  a  brand  new  charge,  and 
one  of  which  I  am  extremely  suspicious. 
You  will  note  that  Senator  Ferguson  does 
not  indicate  the  amount  of  such  obligations 
which  have  been  eliminated  as  not  legiti¬ 
mate. 

When  all  the  facts  are  known,  I  believe 
you  will  find  that  these  so-called  question¬ 
able  obligations  consist  of  letter  contracts 
as  contrasted  with  definitive  contracts.  At 
all  events,  I  am  sure  that  there  is  some 
technical  point  involved  because,  with  Mr. 
MacNeil  as  well  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
looking  over  its  shoulder,  the  Air  Force  could 
never  have  inflated  its  obligations  by  $5 
billion  even  had  it  wanted  to. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  we  all  know  that 
the  people  in  charge  of  the  Pentagon 
and  its  three  services  are  going  to  run 
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into  many  problems  in  the  future ;  prob¬ 
lems  not  only  of  logistics,  but  also  of 
operations;  and  this  would  be  especially 
true  if  the  possible  additional  kick-off 
we  hear  more  and  more  about  actually 
occurs  in  Asia. 

It  is  a  source  of  regret  to  me  that 
people  currently  running  the  Penta¬ 
gon,  or  representatives  of  those  who  do, 
appear  to  take  delight  in  criticizing  the 
past  administration  of  the  armed  serv¬ 
ices. 

Personally,  I  hope  that  we  currently 
on  the  Armed  Services  Committee  of  the 
Senate,  and  in  the  Senate  itself,  will  try 
to  help  the  new  Pentagon  chiefs — stand 
with  them  as  they  face  the  problems  they 
are  bound  to  have  in  the  future — prob¬ 
lems  of  design,  of  manufacture,  of  main¬ 
tenance  and  of  operations. 

Now  let  us  consider  how  justified  was 
Mr.  Gilpatric  in  his  extreme  suspicion 
about  the  way  this  General  Accounting 
Office  report  was  used. 

In  the  effort  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  to  explain  why  only  some  $100 
million  had  been  the  net  obligation  for 
aircraft  procurement  since  last  July,  he 
draws  attention  to  a  recent  report  of  the 
General  Accounting  Office;  which  report 
he  says  estimated  that  $5  billion  of  Air 
Force  obligated  funds,  were  questionable 
items  as  of  June  30,  1953. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Who  could  have 
been  responsible  for  the  lack  of  use  of 
the  money  which  had  been  authorized 
and  appropriated? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  The  people  pres¬ 
ently  in  the  Pentagon  are  the  ones  who 
asked  for  this  money  last  year,  to  be 
used - 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  But  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  also  spoke  of  1952. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  That  is  correct. 
The  GAO  report  to  which  I  referred  was 
for  fiscal  1953,  I  may  say  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  understand.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  recall  who 
was  in  charge  of  the  appropriation  bill 
at  that  time? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  would  not  know 
that. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  It  was  the  former 
Senator  from  Wyoming,  Mr.  O'Mahoney. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Missouri  realize 
that  a  yea-and-nay  vote  was  had  in  the 
Senate?  If  I  am  in  error,  I  will  stand 
corrected,  but  I  do  not  believe  there  was 
more  than  one  vote  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  against  the  bill  to  increase  the 
size  of  the  Air  Force.  I  suggested  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote;  one  was  taken.  Senator 
O’Mahoney  was  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  1951  or  1952;  time  goes  so 
fast  that  I  do  not  exactly  recall.  Never¬ 
theless,  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  voted  to  make  the  money  available, 
but  it  was  not  used.  That,  however,  was 
not  the  fault  of  the  Republicans  or  of 
the  Democrats. 

As  the  Senator  from  Missouri  has  so 
ably  stated,  now  the  Republicans  are 
going  back  into  history  to  blame  the 
Secretary  for  something  for  which  they, 
themselves,  voted. 
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9*  FjfcS,9AS9  In-teretat0  and. Foreign  Commerce  Committee, reported  with  amend- 
ment^b.  2802,  to  further  encourage  the  distribution  of. fishery  products" 

it;  X*  +1210>  Cp-  ^9b).  Sen,  Kennedy  inserted  a  Gloucester/ is ,  city  coun¬ 
cil  resolution  favoring  this  bill  (p,  379^) .  . 

10*  ™GE,SUFfrS;  ooi\#  fhr  submittcd  (for  himself  and  Ives)  and  discussed  an 

.  /  n  ‘/P  ,  ''/he  wool. bill)  to  establish .  85*  dairy  priced  supports  fpr 

n  /  -,?■  ,C/cr  3rear  er-ding^iar.^31,  1955,  and  limiting  any  future  drop,  in 1  support 
■  o  3a>  a  year;  and  majority  Leader  Knowland  announced  that  on  Apr,  15  he 

l/?U+d/?V?  t0.r'/ake  this  bil1  the  unfinished  business  and  that  it  is  expected 
that  debate  mil  start  next  Tues,  (pp,  3800-?.) , 

H.  BUILDINGS.,  Continued  debate  on  H.  It.  6332,  to  authorize  G3A  to  provide  for  pri¬ 
vate  construction  of  buildings  with  lease  agreements  providing  for  gradual 
purchase  of  the  buildings  by  the  Government.  Agreed  to  a'  licQlellan  amendment 
't°  f  committee  amendment  ifiich  had  been  reopened  for  amendment, on  Apr 0. 9)  to 
pro  ibit  any  lease-purchase  agreement  unless  the  agreement  is  approved  by  the 
bubl1/  /orks  -Committees .  Pending  at  recess  was  a  Kuchel  amendment  requiring 
Budget^Liu-eau  approval  of  each  lease-purchase  agreement  before  submission  to 
the  P/b^c  Porks  Committees  and  limiting  certain  payments  for  amortization. 

(pp.  U806-18,  JU839,  • 3833-9.) ,  ,  ■  . 
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12.  SUGAR  AGReEiiEKT.  Sen.  Dirksen  submitted  a  reservation  to  be  proposed  by  him  to 

tnc  resolution  of  ratification  of  the  International  Sugar  Agreement  (Exec  B, 

83rd  Gong.)  (p.  U790.) .  .  7  ' 
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13.  REPORTS.  Received  the  following  annual  and  special  reports  (p.  3.791): 

Activities  of  the  Commerce  Department  for  the  1933  fiscal  year 
Audit  of  the  v irgin  Islands'  Corporation  for  the  1953  fiscal  year 
From  GSA  on  contracts  negotiated  for  experimental,  developmental,  or  re¬ 
search  work. 

13.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Received  .a  Rich.  Senate  resolution  favoring  more  extensive  use 
of  farm  arid  dairy  products  in  this  country  (pp.  3791-2). 

Received  a  Calif.  Senate  resolution  favoring  the  liquidation  of  surplus 
dairy  products  by  distribution  to  the  school  lunch  program.  Armed  Forces,  public 
institutions,  and  to  the  needy  (p.  3792). 

15.  DISEASE  ERADICATION..  Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  joint  resolution  favoring 

Federal  funds  "in  an  amount  equal  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  current  year's 
allocations"  for  the  1955  fiscal  year  for  crons  and  livestock  regulatory  ioro- 
grams  (p.  3792).  . 

16.  EDUCATION.  ’Sen.  Humphrey  spoke  against  the  House  cut  in  appropriations  for  the 

educational  exchange  program  with  foreign  countries  (pp.  3o05r*6). 

17.  ADJOIJJtEiENT .  Agreed  to  a  concurrent  resolution  that  when  the  House  adjourns  on 

Apr.  l5  it  stand  in  adjournment  until  Apr.  2o  (p.  3801).  Sen,  Knowland  announced 
that  the  legislative  program  for  next  lion,  will  be  a  call  of  the  calendar 
/(pp.  3801-2). 


BILLS  INTRODU  CLD 


-.ft  PTmnr  LAFDS  H.R.  8820,  by  Rep.  Aspinall,  H.R.  8827,  by  Rep.  Dawson,  Utah,  and 
18.  PUBLIC  La  DP.  H.K.  oo^,  y  P  mining  lom  of  the  U.S.  ana  the 

n^rfl-loesLg  iLs  to ^rovide’for  multiple-mineral  development  of  the  same 
^Tof  tte  public  lands;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  (pp.  1*787, 

U893-U). 


department;  to  Government  Operations  Committee  (pp.  b7  7,  ,  9  i)  • 


20.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  S.  3300,  by  Sen,  Slathers,  to  amend  the  ** 

in  order  to  authorise  assistance  under  the  provisions  of  such  act  to  puon 
nurse  training  schools;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  uoranittee  (p.  U7 ,j). 


21.  FARM  LOMS.  S.  3307,  by  Sen.  Wiley  to  amend  section  1020c,  T^e^;  g^rfd 
Barkinp  U.S.C*.  and  to  provide  for  payment  by  the  teaerLL  arm  <  g 

“£  of  the* unpaid  balance  due  on  defaulted  joint-stock  land  bank  bonds 
declared  by  Congress  to  be  instrumentalities  of  the  Government  of  the  U.S.,  to 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p.  4799; •  \| 


22.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  S.  3308,  by  Sen.  Douglas,  to  Provide  for  the  disposal  of 
Government-owned  surplus  agricultural  commodities;  to  Agriculture  and  01  ry 
Committee  (p.  U799)*  Remarks  of  author  (pp.  hVU3-U) • 


23.  PERSONNEL.  H.R*  882h,  by  Rep.  Barrett,  to  extend  the  application  oi  the 

Classification  Act  of  19h9  to  certain' positions  in,  and  employees  of,  the 
executivebr'anoE^of  the  Government;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Oorrmittee 

^P*  ^h!r1*883U,  by  Rep.  Price,  to  provide  for  payment  of  compensation  to  certain 
Government  employees  improperly  discharged,  suspended,  or  fur  ouge,  or  im¬ 
properly  reduced  in  compensation;  to  Post  Office  ana  Civil  er  - 

(p.  U89U). 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  ^ 

■ 

2h,  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Jones  inserted  Rep.  Frank  Smith's  article,  ''Cake  Up  South 
_  rc _ • _ Yon »  nr?inp  farmers  to  take  the  lead  in 


0REIGN  T  KADili  •  *ep.  uones  msernuu  -  “1  "V  ~7'  +v>0 

Farmers,  Foreign-Trade  Losses  Hurt  You"  urging  farmers  to  take  the  lead  in 
"arousing  congressional  opinion"  towards  trade _ agreements  extension  (pp.  a2?9 
Extension  of  remarks  of  Repo  Saylor  opposing  extension  of  the  Trade  Agre 

ments  Act  (pc  A2810) . 


3 Rep.  Lillians  inserted  a  Mali  Street  Journal  article  favoring  "American 
leadership  in  the  direction  of  freer  trade"  (p.  A2859). 


29,  TAXATION.  Rep.  Multer  inserted  copy  of  letter  he  sent  to  the  editor  oi  tie 

Brooklyn  Eagle  explaining  in  detail  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  revenue  re¬ 
vision  bill  (pp.  A2830-1). 


26.  PERSONNEL .  Rep.  Kersten  inserted  a  Federal  Employees  Local  No.  3  resolution 
favoring  H.  R.  8093 ,‘  to  amend  the 'Classification  Act  of  1 9h9  ana  the  Federal 

Employees  Pay  Act  of  19h5  (p*  A2639). 
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Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  as  I  said 
in  the  beginning,  it  is  a  great  pleasure  to 
welcome  these  gentlemen  to  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States.  [Applause,  Sena¬ 
tors  rising.] 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  am  very  happy  to  join  with  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  in  welcoming  these 
gentlemen  from  Germany.  I  had  the 
great  pleasure  last  year,  when  Mr.  Ade¬ 
nauer  was  in  Washington,  to  meet  him. 
I  agree  entirely  with  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  when  he  says  these  visits  are 
a  great  help  to  the  cause  of  world  peace. 


IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  JEWELED 

WATCH  INDUSTRY  TO  THE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  DEFENSE 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  during 
all  the  time  I  have  been  a  Member  of 
the  Senate,  I  have  tried  to  be  fair  to  all 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  A  few 
days  ago,  I  made  a  speech  on  the  Senate 
floor  in  which  I  made  reference  to  the 
American  Watch  Association,  Inc.,  and 
to  the  tariff  question,  particularly  with 
relation  to  jewel  watch  bearings. 

I  have  received  a  telegram  from  the 
American  Watch  Association,  Inc., 
signed  by  William  Fox,  which  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record,  together  with 
my  reply. 

Again,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  do  not  de¬ 
sire  to  do  anyone  an  injustice,  but  I  am 
going  to  do  all  in  my  power  to  protect 
the  jewel  bearing  plant  operated  by  the 
United  States  Government  and  to  the 
operation  of  which  they  have  designated 
the  Bulova  Watch  Corp. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
munications  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

New  Tork,  N.  Y.,  April  12, 1954. 
Senator  William  Lancer, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Respectfully  suggest  you  have  been 
seriously  misinformed,  regarding  the  nature 
and  character  of  the  American  Watch  As¬ 
sociation.  American  Watch  Association  is 
comprised  of  65  companies  totally  American- 
owned,  American-financed  and  using  thou¬ 
sands  of  American  employees.  Originated  as 
a  trade  association  in  1933,  name  was 
changed  in  1951  simply  because  the  member¬ 
ship  included  importers  and  manufacturers 
in  addition  to  assemblers.  Numerous  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  association  played  an  important 
role  in  defense  work.  And  we  sincerely 
feel  that  we  patriotically  acquitted  ourselves 
as  American  citizens  and  businessmen, 
both  in  wartime  and  peace. 

As  the  most  important  segment  of  the 
watch  industry  of  the  United  States,  we  feel 
it  important  for  truthful  facts  to  be  given 
and  when  statements  are  made  which  can 
be  injurious  to  our  national  defense  and  our 
trade,  it  is  high  time  they  be  corrected. 

An  examination  of  the  recent  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  hearings  will  show  that  domestic 
manufacturers’  statements  were  not  only  in¬ 
correct  but  were  a  definite  attempt  to  mis¬ 
lead  so  as  to  gain  additional  tariff  protec¬ 
tion.  We  now  know  that  numerous  factories 
outside  of  the  domestic  watch  industry 
duplicated  the  watch  industry’s  efforts  inso¬ 
far  as  mechanical  time  fuses  were  con¬ 
cerned.  We  can  state  affirmatively  and 
without  fear  of  contradiction  or  rebuttal 
that  we  not  only  do  not  represent  Swiss 
interests  or  have  lent  ourselves  In  any  way 


In  acting  as  a  disguise  or  a  mask  for  Swiss 
interests,  but  are  doing  the  utmost  to  bring 
out  into  the  open,  simple  truthful  factors. 
We  earnestly  hope  that  you  will  get  into  the 
record  the  true  facts,  and,  specifically,  that 
the  American  Watch  Association,  based  on 
its  record,  has  not,  does  not,  nor  ever  will 
represent  any  foreign  interest. 

American  Watch  Association, 

William  Fox. 


April  13,  1954. 

William  H.  Fox, 

American  Watch  Association,  Inc., 

New  York,  N.  Y.: 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  economic 
health  of  jeweled-watch  industry.  I  regard 
that  industry  as  important  not  only  to  our 
national  economy  but  to  national  security 
and  defense  as  well.  There  is  a  jewel-watch¬ 
bearing  plant  in  my  State  at  Rolla,  N.  Dak., 
which  I  know  has  contributed  greatly  to  the 
war  effort  and  national  defense.  It  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  we  recognize  the  status  of  this  in¬ 
dustry  as  a  defense  industry.  I  am  delight¬ 
ed  to  learn  that  your  65  member  companies 
are  totally  American  owned,  and  I  will  place 
your  telegram  in  the  Congressional  Record 
to  correct  any  possibility  of  misunderstand¬ 
ing. 

William  Lancer, 
United  States  Senator. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Chaffee,  one  of  its 
clerks,  announced  that  the  House  had 
passed,  without  amendment,  the  joint 
resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  130)  requesting  the 
President  to  proclaim  the  week  May  2 
to  May  8,  1954,  inclusive,  as  National 
Mental  Health  Week. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July 
11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  following 
concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  225) , 
in  which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  in  the  enroll¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  as  amend¬ 
ed  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Clerk 
of  the  House  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
make  the  following  correction: 

In  section  13  of  the  bill  strike  out  “The 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “The  Secretary  of  Commerce.” 


EDUCATIONAL  EXCHANGE 
PROGRAM 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  make 
a  brief  statement,  not  to  exceed  4  min¬ 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  4  minutes* 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  address  the  Senate  for  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  on  a  matter  of  crucial  importance 
to  the  future  of  our  Nation.  That  future 
depends  upon  our  living  harmoniously 
with  other  nations. 

Within  the  last  few  days  the  House 
of  Representatives  voted  to  emasculate 
the  educational  exchange  program  of  our 
Government,  which  has  been  such  an 
effective  and  necessary  arm  of  our  for¬ 
eign  policy.  The  damage  was  in  the 
form  of  a  40  percent  cut  in  appropria¬ 
tions  for  our  overseas  information  and 
goodwill  program.  A  budget  request  of 
$15  million  was  cut  by  $6  million  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1. 

I  rise  to  alert  the  Senate  to  the  urgent 
need  to  correct  this  serious  error  which 
the  House  of  Representatives  has  com¬ 
mitted.  It  is  my  hope  and  prayer  that 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
will  restore  the  full  appropriation.  I 
stand  ready  to  support  such  a  move  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  when  we  are  asked 
to  vote  on  this  appropriation  item. 

The  effect  of  the  House  budget  cut  is 
fantastically  serious.  It  would  among 
other  things  do  the  following: 

First.  Eliminate  educational  ex¬ 
changes  completely  in  46  countries,  in¬ 
cluding  all  of  the  South  American  Re¬ 
publics,  Egypt,  Turkey,  Korea,  Indonesia, 
Iran,  and  Formosa. 

Second.  Eliminate  entirely  the  so- 
called  leader  program  in  all  of  the  70 
countries  with  which  we  have  had  educa¬ 
tional  relationships.  I  remind  the  Sen¬ 
ate  this  program  affords  us  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  reach  the  leaders  of  the  nations 
of  the  world  by  sharing  with  them  the 
spirit  of  America  and  the  aspirations  of 
our  people. 

Third.  Seriously  curtail  our  program 
of  financing  exchange  programs  through 
the  use  of  foreign  currencies. 

Fourth.  End  the  educational  exchange 
provisions  in  our  agreements  with  other 
American  Republics,  which  have  ex¬ 
changes  of  students  to  and  from  16  La¬ 
tin  American  countries  that  would  be 
effected  each  year. 

Fifth.  Eliminate  entirely  the  teacher 
exchange  program  with  all  other  coun¬ 
tries. 

Sixth.  Stop  even  the  small  grants-in- 
aid  to  American-sponsored  schools  in 
Latin  America.  In  substance,  this  action 
on  the  part  of  the  House,  a  reduction  of 
40  percent  in  the  budget,  will  wreck  the 
mutual  education  exchange  program 
and,  for  all  practical  purposes,  the  Ful- 
bright  scholarship  program.  I  think  it 
is  about  time  we  called  a  halt  to  this 
type  of  economy. 

Mr.  President,  I  simply  cannot  under¬ 
stand  the  motivation  of  this  most  short¬ 
sighted  act  of  the  House.  To  cut  $6  mil¬ 
lion  from  the  educational  exchange  pro¬ 
gram  will  in  the  end  prove  so  costly  to 
us  that  it  will  be  difficult  to  measure  the 
loss  in  terms  of  dollars.  At  a  time  when 
the  Soviet  Union  is  expanding  its  propa¬ 
ganda  and  exchange  programs  with  the 
nations  of  the  world  we  are  being  asked 
to  halt  our  educational  exchange  rela¬ 
tionships  with  those  same  nations. 

The  original  request  for  $15  million 
contemplates  bringing  into  the  United 
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States  2,682  students,  leaders,  and  spe¬ 
cialists  during  the  coming  year.  It  also 
contemplates  sending  1,465  Americans 
abroad.  That  program  has  been  literally 
stopped  in  its  tracks. 

Furthermore,  rather  than  curtailing 
the  program,  we  should  be  doubling  or 
tripling  it.  Wherever  there  is  an  empty 
schoolroom  or  an  empty  college  class¬ 
room  or  empty  desks  in  a  college  class¬ 
room,  foreign  students  should  have  an 
opportunity  to  fill  the  void.  It  is  about 
time  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  began  to  think  about  an  inte¬ 
grated  foreign  policy  rather  than  only 
a  military  program.  At  a  time  when  we 
explode  H-bombs  and  rely  entirely  upon 
that  terrible  weapon  of  destruction,  I 
suggest  we  should  move  forward  in  terms 
of  education  and  of  good  will  under  the 
educational  opportunities  of  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wish  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  remarks  just  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  think 
the  explosion  of  the  H-bomb  emphasizes 
the  necessity  of  our  arriving  at  a  better 
understanding  with  other  nations  in  the 
world. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  President,  I  conclude  by  saying 
that  the  exchange  student  program  is 
one  of  the  wisest  investments  which  can 
be  made  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States  for  our  own  best  interests  and  for 
building  a  better  world.  If  the  Congress 
fools  around  with  and  curtails  these  pro¬ 
grams,  the  result  may  be  that  interna¬ 
tional  communism  will  take  over  coun¬ 
try  after  country  in  Africa,  Asia,  and 
South  America.  There  cannot  be  any 
doubt  about  it,  because  communism  will 
move  into  those  countries  not  merely 
with  weapons  and  arms,  but  with  the 
weapons  of  ideas  and  education.  The 
Communists  have  already  educated 
10,000  persons  in  Indochina,  while  we 
hardly  have  touched  100  of  them.  I 
implore  the  Senate  to  use  good  judg¬ 
ment,  which  I  am  sure  it  will,  on  this 
question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  the  morning  business 
is  now  concluded. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  KnowlandL 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  so  that  I  may  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  several  items 
placed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 


PRAYERS  ON  EASTER  SUNDAY  FOR 
THOSE  BEHIND  THE  IRON  CUR¬ 
TAIN 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  on 
February  19,  together  with  my  colleague, 
the  senior  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall]  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith],  I  submitted  a 
concurrent  resolution  suggesting  to  the 
churches  and  synagogues  of  America  that 
on  Easter  Sunday  and  the  first  day  of 


Passover,  both  of  which  fall  this  year  on 
April  18,  they  set  aside  a  portion  of  their 
services  for  special  prayers  for  the  deliv¬ 
erance  of  all  those  behind  the  Iron  Cur¬ 
tain  who  have  been  denied  freedom  to 
worship  in  their  own  way.  That  resolu¬ 
tion,  I  am  glad  to  say,  has  been  unani¬ 
mously  approved  by  both  the  Senate  and 
the  House. 

The  resolution  was  offered  on  behalf 
of  all  those  behind  the  Iron  Curtain  who 
have  been  persecuted  for  their  religious 
faith,  irrespective  of  their  creed  or  de¬ 
nomination.  As  exemplifying  this  bar¬ 
baric  persecution,  the  resolution  referred 
to  the  torture  of  Cardinal  Mindszenty 
and  Lutheran  Bishop  Lajos  Ordass  in 
Hungary,  the  incarceration  of  Cardinal 
Wyszynski  (Vijhinsky)  in  Poland,  the 
imprisonment  of  Archbishop  Stepinac  in 
Yugoslavia,  the  oppression  of  the  Protes¬ 
tant  ministers  in  Bulgaria,  and  the  per¬ 
secution  of  Jews  throughout  the  area 
dominated  by  communism. 

Since  the  introduction  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion,  letters  have  been  received  from 
Bishop  Mark  I.  Lipa  of  the  Albanian- 
American  Orthodox  Episcopacy  and  Rev. 
Gabriel  Ivascu,  president  of  the  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Rumanian  Catholics  of  America. 
They  point  out  the  sufferings  of  their  re¬ 
ligious  communities  at  the  hands  of 
atheistic  communism. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  glad  these  letters 
have  come,  because  we  are  too  apt  to 
overlook  the  situation  of  Albania  and 
Romania  in  thinking  of  the  countries  op¬ 
pressed  by  Soviet  Russia  today.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  the  letters 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objections,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Association  op  Rumanian 

Catholics  of  America, 
Trenton,  N.  J.,  March  8,  1954. 
Hon.  Leverett  Saltonstall, 

Senator  from  Massachusetts, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Saltonstall  :  May  I,  both  in 
the  name  of  the  Association  of  Rumanian 
Catholics  of  America  and  my  own,  offer  sin¬ 
cere  congratulations  and  thanks  for  your 
recent  concurrent  resolution  asking  special 
prayers  in  churches  and  synagogues  April  18 
for  "the  deliverance  of  all  those  behind  the 
Iron  Curtain  who  are  denied  freedom  to  wor¬ 
ship  in  their  own  fashion.” 

The  Association  of  Rumanian  Catholics  of 
America  represents  in  the  United  States  the 
Catholic  Rumanians  grouped  in  their  par¬ 
ishes.  These  parishes  are  today  the  only 
Catholic  Rumanian  parishes  left  free  in  the 
world.  Their  mother  church,  in  Rumania, 
comprising  over  1,600,000  souls,  1,800  priests, 
6  bishops,  and  all  the  institutions  that  nor¬ 
mally  are  attached  to  such  a  church,  have 
been  simply  wiped  out  by  a  law  of  the  Com¬ 
munist  regime  of  Rumania  on  December  1, 
1948.  Of  the  bishops,  4  are  dead,  hundreds 
of  priests  and  thousands  of  the  faithful  dead 
and  in  prison,  and  the  church,  as  such,  hav¬ 
ing  no  legal  existence  in  the  country  today. 
All  of  this  information  was  at  the  time  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  newspapers. 

The  omission  of  Rumania  from  the  list  of 
nations  suffering  under  the  yoke  of  commu¬ 
nism  is  to  us  astonishing,  because — without 
taking  any  of  the  importance  of  the  perse¬ 
cution  in  the  countries  which  were  men¬ 
tioned — Rumania  has  been  hit  in  a  particu¬ 
larly  strong  way  by  the  persecution. 

His  Holiness  Pope  Pius  XII  has  taken  of¬ 
ficial  notice  of  that  persecution  and  has  ad¬ 
dressed  an  Apostolic  Letter  to  the  people  of 


the  nation.  I  am  enclosing  for  your  kind 
study  a  copy  of  the  letter. 

Please  accept  again  our  sincerest  thanks 
for  your  efforts  in  behalf  of  the  suffering 
faithful  of  the  world. 

Very  truly  yours. 

Rev.  Gaeriel  Ivascu,  President. 


Albanian- American 
Orthodox  Episcopacy, 
Boston,  Mass.,  February  28,  1954. 
Senator  Leverett  Saltonstall, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Saltonstall:  I  would  like 
to  commend  you  for  your  action  and  the 
action  of  Mr.  Kennedy  in  jointly  sponsoring 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  63  which  asks 
the  church  leaders  of  America  to  sponsor 
special  prayers  during  the  Easter  season  for 
deliverance  of  those  behind  the  Iron  Curtain 
who  are  denied  freedom  of  worship.  As  the 
officially  recognized  bishop  of  the  Albanian 
American  Orthodox  faith  in  America  I  can 
assure  you  that  my  people  support  the  ideals 
of  this  resolution. 

The  torture  and  subjection  of  religious 
leaders  of  all  faiths  by  the  Communists  has 
been  a  cardinal  aim  of  Russian  policy  since 
the  Communist  revolution.  Albania  was  one 
of  the  first  countries  in  the  world  to  feel  the 
brunt  of  this  merciless  communistic  policy. 
The  head  of  the  Albanian  Orthodox  Church, 
Archbishop  Kristopher  Kissi  was  imprisoned 
as  a  traitor  to  the  Russian-dominated  gov¬ 
ernment  of  Enver  Hoxha  in  1950.  A  Com¬ 
munist  traitor  to  the  faith,  Paissi  was  in¬ 
stalled  in  his  place.  Members  of  the  Ortho¬ 
dox  faith  in  Albania  and  in  America  have  not 
supported  this  charleton  and  religion  has 
been  driven  underground. 

In  my  own  opinion  the  best  way  for  the 
West  to  inspire  all  Albanians  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Communists  is  to  let  them  know 
through  the  Voice  of  America,  the  Radio 
Free  Europe  organization,  and  other  infor¬ 
mational  devices  at  the  disposal  of  the  West 
that  their  religious  suffering  and  oppression 
has  not  been  forgotten.  Your  resolution 
should  help  in  that  regard  and  I  support  it 
wholeheartedly. 

Albania  is  often  forgotten  when  such  res¬ 
olutions  are  mentioned  in  the  Congress.  I 
would  appreciate  if  you  mentioned  my 
thoughts  concerning  this  resolution  on  the 
Senate  floor. 

Yours  in  Christ, 

Mark  I.  Lipa,  Bishop. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 
CONTRACTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Building  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing 
purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  a  statement  pre¬ 
pared  by  me  concerning  the  pending 
measure,  H.  R.  6342,  and  to  include  there¬ 
with  a  scholarly  analysis  of  the  legal 
problems  which  are  raised  by  this  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  analysis  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Dirksen 
During  the  debate  on  H.  R.  6342  on  Thurs¬ 
day  and  Friday  of  last  week,  I  expressed  my 
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firm  conviction  that  paragraph  (e)  of  sec¬ 
tion  101  of  that  bill,  as  reported  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Public  Works,  is  an  un¬ 
constitutional  Invasion  by  the  legislative 
branch  of  the  prerogatives  of  the  executive 
branch. 

My  record  of  almost  20  years  of  service  in 
both  Houses  of  Congress  will  show  conclu¬ 
sively  that  I  yield  to  no  man  in  my  defense 
of  the  constitutional  prerogatives  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Sworn  as  I  am  to  uphold  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  I  would  be  derelict  in  my  duty  If 
I  had  not  acted  just  as  vigorously  to  uphold 
and  defend  the  prerogatives  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  in  this  case. 

As  I  have  stated,  what  this  measure,  in  its 
present  form,  would  do  is  to  vest  in  two 
committees  of  the  Congress  a  function  which 
the  Constitution  does  not  sanction.  It  gives 
two  committees  a  veto  power  over  actions  of 
the  executive  branch  which  have  been  au¬ 
thorized  by  congressional  enactment.  No¬ 
where  in  the  Constitution  is  there  any  men¬ 
tion  made  of  committees  of  the  Congress. 
Aside  from  the  control  of  its  internal  affairs, 
the  only  authorized  congressional  action  is 
action  by  both  Houses  of  Congress  and  not 
by  committees.  So  that  under  any  circum¬ 
stances,  even  if  the  Congress  had  legal  justi¬ 
fication  for  usurping  executive  functions, 
such  action  to  be  effective,  constitutionally, 
would  have  to  be  taken  by  both  Houses,  as 
prescribed  by  the  Constitution. 

If  this  bill  authorized  the  Congress  by 
simple  or  concurrent  resolution  to  negate 
executive  action,  there  would  have  been  no 
necessity  for  the  amendment  I  proposed.  I 
cannot,  however,  support  any  measure  which 
authorizes  a  committee  to  share  with  the 
executive  branch  in  the  administration  of 
laws  enacted  by  the  Congress. 

My  learned  colleagues  who  support  this 
measure  point  to  title  VI  of  Public  Law  155, 
82d  Congress,  which  required  certain  execu¬ 
tive  branch  officials  to  come  into  agreement 
with  two  committees  of  the  Congress,  with 
respect  to  certain  real-estate  transactions. 
Reference  has  also  been  made  to  Public  Law 
534,  82d  Congress,  which  contained  a  virtual¬ 
ly  identical  provision.  These  provisions,  we 
are  told,  furnish  ample  precedent  for  the 
action  now  contemplated  in  paragraph  (e)  of 
section  101  of  the  pending  bill. 

Those  provisions  were  unconstitutional 
then  and  they  are  unconstitutional  now.  It 
is  true  that  there  has  been  no  pronounce¬ 
ment  to  that  effect  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  or  by  any  other  competent 
Federal  court.  The  reason  that  it  is  difficult 
to  test  the  legality  of  such  statutes  is  found 
in  the  fact  that,  in  order  for  the  matter 
to  be  presented  to  the  courts,  somebody  must 
have  standing  to  challenge  its  validity. 

However,  that  fact  does  not  make  it  con¬ 
stitutional.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  taken  this  action  in  the  past  and 
gotten  away  with  it,  for  the  reasons  men¬ 
tioned,  alter  the  situation.  It  is  indeed  in¬ 
teresting  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  having  in  my  very  humble  opinion 
acted  in  violation  of  the  Constitution,  now 
seeks  to  use  the  earlier  action  as  precedent 
for  repeating  the  error. 

In  order  that  the  record  may  be  complete 
on  this  important  issue,  I  desire  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  an  excellent,  scholarly  and  well- 
documented  article,  entitled  “The  Control  of 
Federal  Administration  by  Congressional 
Resolutions  and  Committees,”  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  volume  66  of  the  Harvard  Law  Re¬ 
view  (February  1953),  on  pages  569-611.  It 
was  written  by  a  very  competent  attorney, 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Ginnane,  who  has  studied  this 
problem  over  a  period  of  many  years. 

The  Control  of  Federal  Administration  by 

Congressional  Resolutions  and  Com¬ 
mittees 

(By  Robert  W.  Ginnane) 

Beginning  in  1939,  a  constantly  increasing 
number  of  Federal  statutes  have  been  en¬ 


acted  with  provisions  that  a  resolution  passed 
by  one  or  both  Houses  of  Congress  may  veto, 
terminate,  or  compel  action  under  those 
statutes  by  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government.  Other  provisions  permit  the 
statute  itself  to  be  terminated  or  repealed 
by  congressional  resolution.  Still  other 
statutes  and  legislative  proposals  would  sub¬ 
ject  actions  proposed  by  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  to  the  prior  approval  or 
disapproval  of  congressional  committees. 
Such  statutory  provisions  create  a  new  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  President  and  Congress 
and  can  profoundly  affect  the  administration 
of  the  Federal  Government.  The  provisions 
for  action  by  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the 
two  Houses  present  an  obvious  question  as  to 
whether  they  are  consistent  with  the  com¬ 
mand  of  article  I,  section  7  (2)  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution  that  all  bills  and  every  order, 
resolution,  or  vote  to  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
may  be  necessary  shall  be  presented  to  the 
President  for  his  approval  or  veto.  In  other 
words,  do  such  statutory  provisions  represent 
an  unconstitutional  attempt  by  Congress  to 
take  legislative  action  without  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  President  and  thus  frustrate  his 
veto  power  ?  Moreover,  do  these  statutes 
represent  attempts  by  Congress  either  to 
assume  executive  functions  which  the  Con¬ 
stitution  requires  to  be  performed  by  the 
President  or  by  other  executive  officers,  or  to 
vest  legislative  power  in  a  single  House  or  in 
a  congressional  committee?  The  purpose  of 
this  article  is  to  set  forth  the  constitutional 
setting  of  these  statutory  provisions  and  the 
history  of  their  development,  and  to  suggest 
some  possible  legal  and  political  conse¬ 
quences. 

I.  CONTROL  BY  CONGRESSIONAL  RESOLUTIONS 

In  recent  years  Federal  statutes  have  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  following  types  of  control  of 
executive  or  adminstrative  action  by  a  con¬ 
current  resolution,  or  less  frequently  by  a 
simple  resolution,1  of  the  Congress: 

1.  Veto  of  action  proposed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  or  an  executive  officer  pursuant  to  a 
statute,  as  in  the  reorganization  acts  and  the 
alien  deportation  statute; 

2.  Termination  of  statutes  or  statutory 
powers,  as  in  the  Lend-Lease  Act  and  many 
other  statutes; 

3.  Termination  of  executive  action  carried 
on  pursuant  to  statute,  as  in  the  foreign  aid 
statutes; 

4.  Direction  of  executive  action  pursuant 
to  a  statute,  as  in  the  Neutrality  Act  of  1939; 

5.  Removal  of  executive  officers,  as  in  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act. 

The  legal  setting  of  such  statutory  provi¬ 
sions  lies  in  the  Federal  Constitution’s 
separation  of  powers  and  particularly  in  the 
related  veto  power  of  the  President,  which 
makes  him  a  part  of  the  legislative  process. 
Article  I,  section  1,  of  the  Constitution  pro¬ 
vides  that  all  legislative  powers  herein 
granted  shall  be  vested  in  a  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  which  shall  consist  of-  a  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  of  Representatives,  article 

II,  sections  1  and  3  provide;  “The  executive 
power  shall  be  vested  in  a  President  of  the 
United  States  of  America  *  *  *  he  shall 
take  care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  exe¬ 
cuted.”  The  purpose  of  these  provisions,  to¬ 
gether  with  article  III,  vesting  the  judicial 
power  in  an  independent  judiciary,  is  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  concentration  of  all  governmental 
power  in  a  single  organ  of  the  National  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Articles  I  and  II  in  effect  pro¬ 
hibit  the  Congress  from  exercising  executive 
functions  and  the  President  from  exercising 


1 A  simple  resolution  is  one  adopted  by  only 
one  House.  Like  a  concurrent  resolution,  a 
simple  resolution  is  not  submitted  to  the 
President.  Bills  and  Joint  resolutions  are 
submitted  to  the  President  for  approval  or 
veto. 


legislative  functions.2  However,  it  has  been 
sufficiently  pointed  out  that  the  distinction 
between  legislative  and  executive  functions 
can  become  very  blurred  indeed,  and  that 
complete  separation  of  powers  is  neither  pos¬ 
sible  nor  desirable. 

Some  matters  are  classified  by  the  Con¬ 
stitution  itself;  thus,  the  appropriation  of 
funds  is  clearly  a  legislative  function,  and 
the  prohibition  against  bills  of  attainder 
precludes  Congress  from  declaring  guilt  and 
imposing  punishment.3  Other  governmental 
acts  may  be  performed  by  either  Congress, 
the  executive,  or  the  judiciary.  For  example. 
Congress  may  itself,  as  it  has  often  done,  pass 
bills  to  relieve  individual  aliens  from  de¬ 
portation  or  to  determine  specific  claims 
against  the  Government;  on  the  other  hand, 
it  may  empower  executive  officers  or  courts 
to  determine  such  matters  under  general 
statutory  standards.  Moreover,  Congress 
may  ordinarily  reverse  by  amendment  the 
application  or  interpretation  which  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  or  courts  have  given  to  a  statute. 

Perhaps  as  a  matter  of  political  science 
we  could  say  that  Congress  should  only  con¬ 
cern  itself  with  broad  principles  of  policy 
and  leave  their  application  in  particular 
cases  to  the  executive  branch.  But  no  such 
rule  can  be  found  in  the  Constitution  itself 
or  in  legislative  practice.  It  is  fruitless, 
therefore,  to  try  to  draw  any  sharp  and  logi¬ 
cal  line  between  legislative  and  executive 
functions.4  Characteristically,  the  drafts¬ 
men  of  1787  did  not  even  attempt  doctrinaire 
definitions,  but  placed  their  reliance  in 
the  mechanics  of  the  Constitution.  One  of 
their  principal  devices  was  to  vest  the  legis¬ 
lative  power  in  the  two  Houses  of  Congress 
and  to  make  the  President  a  part  of  the 
legislative  process  by  requiring  that  all  bills 
passed  by  the  two  Houses  be  submitted  to 
him  for  his  approval  or  disapproval,  his  dis¬ 
approval  or  veto  to  be  overridden  only  by  a 
two-thirds  vote  of  each  House.  It  is  in  such 
checks  upon  powers,  rather  than  in  the  clas¬ 
sification  of  powers,  that  our  governmental 
system  finds  equilibrium. 

Rather  than  enumerating  what  govern¬ 
mental  acts  may  be  performed  by  Congress, 
the  Constitution  defines  the  procedure  Con¬ 
gress  must  observe  when  it  does  act,  regard¬ 
less  of  whether  the  matter  involved  is  said 
to  be  legislative  or  executive  in  character. 
Except  in  matters  of  impeachment,  adjourn¬ 
ment,  and  its  own  procedure  and  member¬ 
ship,  neither  the  Senate  nor  the  House  alone 
possesses  any  governmental  power.  With 
these  narrow  exceptions,  the  power  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  vested  in  the  two  Houses  acting  to¬ 
gether— a  principle  which  is  emphasized  by 
the  great  compromise  of  the  Constitution 
under  which  Senators  and  Representatives 
are  elected  upon  different  bases.  Thus,  Con¬ 
gress  cannot  delegate  to  one  of  its  Houses 
the  power  to  legislate. 

A.  History  of  the  veto  clause  and  the  estab¬ 
lished  uses  of  concurrent  resolutions 

It  is  clear  from  contemporary  records  that 
the  President’s  veto  power  was  made  part  of 
the  legislative  procedure  primarily  to  give 
the  President  a  defensive  weapon  against 
congressional  encroachment  upon  his  con¬ 
stitutional  powers,  and  only  secondarily  as  a 


2  Compare  Youngstown  Sheet  &  Tube  Co.  v. 
Sawyer  (343  U.  S.  579  (1952) )  (President  may 
not  exercise  legislative  powers) ,  with  Myers 
v.  United  States  (272  U.  S.  52  (1926))  (Con¬ 
gress  may  not  deprive  the  President  of  power 
to  remove  certain  subordinate  officials  from 
office) . 

8  See  United  States  v.  Lovett  (328  U.  S.  303 
(1946) ). 

4  For  the  net  result  of  the  doctrine  that 
Congress  may  not  delegate  legislative  powers 
to  executive  officers,  see,  e.  g.,  Lichter  v. 
United  States  (334  U.  S.  742  (1948)  ),  holding 
"excessive  profits”  to  be  an  adequate  stand¬ 
ard. 
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check  against  unwise  action*  The  impor¬ 
tance  which  the  men  of  1787  attached  to  the 
veto  power  is  indicated  by  the  unusual  de¬ 
tail  in  which  they  defined  it  in  article  I, 
section  7,  of  the  Constitution.  They  did  not 
stop  with  providing  that  “Every  bill  which 
shall  have  passed  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  and  the  Senate,  shall,  before  it  becomes 
a  law,  be  presented  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States”  for  approval  or  disapproval, 
his  disapproval  being  subject  to  an  overrid¬ 
ing  two-thirds  vote  of  both  Houses.  They 
also  tied  it  down  by  adding  the  last  para¬ 
graph  of  article  X,  section  7: 

“Every  order,  resolution,  or  vote  to  which 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  may  be  necessary  (except 
on  a  question  of  adjournment)  shall  be 
presented  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  and  before  the  same  shall  take  ef¬ 
fect,  shall  be  approved  by  him,  or  being  dis¬ 
approved  by  him,  shall  be  repassed  by  two- 
thirds  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  according  to  the  rules  and  limita¬ 
tions  prescribed  in  the  case  of  a  bill.” 

“It  was  after  a  discussion  in  the  Consti¬ 
tutional  Convention  of  the  danger  of  the 
legislature  encroaching  upon  the  other 
branches  of  the  Government  that  James 
Madison,  “observing  that  if  the  negative  of 
the  President  was  confined  to  bills,  it  would 
be  evaded  by  acts  under  the  form  and  name 
of  resolutions,  votes,  etc.,  proposed  that  ‘or 
resolve’  should  be  added  after  ‘bill,’  in  the 
beginning  of  section  13,  with  an  exception 
as  to  votes  of  adjournment,  etc.  After  a 
short  and  rather  confused  conversation  on 
the  subject,  the  question  was  put  and  re¬ 
jected.” * * 7  8 * 

On  the  following  day,  however,  Randolph 
renewed  the  proposal,  substantially  as  it  now 
appears  in  the  last  paragraph  of  Article  I, 
Section  7,  as  quoted  above.1 

It  would  be  difficult  to  conceive  of  lan¬ 
guage  and  history  which  would  more  clear¬ 
ly  require  that  all  concurrent  action  of  the 
two  Houses  be  subject  to  the  President’s  ap¬ 
proval  or  veto.  That  an  express  exception 
was  made  for  questions  of  adjournment — - 
the  only  non-legislative,  non-policy-making 
concurrent  action  of  the  two  Houses  which 
the  Constitution  specifically  contemplates  8— 
emphasizes  the  requirement  that  policy¬ 
making  decisions  of  Congress  be  submitted 
to  the  President. 

From  an  early  date,  there  have  been  de¬ 
partures  from  the  literal  constitutional  com¬ 
mand  that  all  concurrent  action  of  the  two 
Houses  (other  than  adjournment  action) 
be  submitted  to  the  President.  A  long- 
recognized  exception  is  that  the  President’s 
veto  has  no  application  to  the  action  of 
Congress  in  proposing  a  constitutional 
amendment.*  Moreover,  Congress  has  found 
the  concurrent  resolution  to  be  a  useful 
device  in  areas  which  are  strictly  its  own 
business — such  as  printing  matters,  the 
creation  of  joint  committees,  requesting  the 
President  to  return  an  enrolled  bill  for  cor¬ 
rection,  and  expressing  the  opinion  of  Con¬ 
gress  on  various  subject.10  The  distinction 


c  See,  e.  g„  The  Federalist,  No.  73. 

"5  Elliott’s  Debates  431  (1845). 

7  Ibid. 

8  Art.  I,  sec.  5,  provides  that  neither  House 
shall  adjourn  for  more  than  3  days  while 
Congress  is  in  session  without  the  consent 
of  the  other  House. 

*  Hollingsworth  v.  Virginia  (3  Dali.  378 
(U.  S.  1798) ) .  Since  article  V  requires  a  two- 
thirds  vote  of  both  Houses  for  such  proposals, 
submission  to  the  President  would  have  little 
significance  beyond  presenting  the  President 
with  an  opportunity  to  make  an  effort  to 
change  Congress’  mind. 

10  For  a  discussion  of  the  use  of  concurrent 

resolutions  to  express  the  view  of  Congress 

as  to  the  proper  interpretation  of  previously 

enacted  statutes,  see  Gibson,  Congressional 


between  such  matters  of  legislative  me¬ 
chanics  and  legislation  was  pointed  out  in 
1897  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  in  a  report  which  it  had  been  directed 
to  make  to  the  Senate  on  the  subject  of  Joint 
and  concurent  resolutions  and  their  ap¬ 
proval  by  the  President: 

“We  conclude  this  branch  of  the  subject 
by  deciding  the  general  question  submitted 
to  us,  to  wit,  ‘whether  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tions  are  required  to  be  submitted  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,’  must  de¬ 
pend,  not  upon  their  mere  form,  but  upon 
the  fact  whether  they  contain  matter  which 
is  properly  to  be  regarded  as  legislative  in 
its  character  and  effect.  If  they  do,  they 
must  be  presented  for  his  approvel;  other¬ 
wise,  they  need  not  be.  In  other  words,  we 
hold  that  the  clause  in  the  Constitution 
which  declares  that  every  order,  resolution, 
or  vote  must  be  presented  to  the  President, 
to  ‘which  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  may  be  necessary,’ 
refers  to  the  necessity  occasioned  by  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  the  other  provisions  of  the 
Constitution,  whereby  every  exercise  of 
‘legislative  powers’  involves  the  concurrence 
of  the  two  Houses;  and  every  resolution  not 
so  requiring  such  concurrent  action,  to  wit, 
not  involving  the  exercise  of  legislative 
powers,  need  not  be  preesnted  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  In  brief,  the  nature  or  substance  of 
the  resolution,  and  not  its  form,  controls  the 
question  of  its  disposition.”  11 

Thus,  the  committee  assumed,  as  of  1897, 
that  concurrent  resolutions  were  appropriate 
only  in  matters  which  were  the  exclusive 
concern  of  the  two  Houses — such  as  printing, 
joint  rules,  and  expressing  the  sense  of  Con¬ 
gress  upon  a  given  subject.  The  modern 
uses  of  the  concurrent  resolution  simply  had 
not  yet  been  invented.12 *  Even  today,  it  would 
be  conceded  that  neither  one  nor  both 
Houses  of  Congress  can  take  legislative  ac¬ 
tion  merely  by  passing  a  simple  or  concur¬ 
rent  resolution.18  The  problem  considered 
here,  however,  is  whether  a  statute  may  em¬ 
power  Congress  to  make  decisions  by  reso¬ 
lution  which  it  could  not  make  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  such  a  statute. 


Concurrent  Resolutions :  An  Aid  to  Statutory 
Interpretation?  (37  ABAJ  421  (1951)). 

11 S.  Rept.  1335,  54th  Cong.,  2d  sess., 
8  (1897),  quoted  in  4  Hind's  Precedents  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  329-331  (1907). 

18  Yet  in  1854,  Attorney  General  Caleb 
Cushing,  in  advising  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  that  he  was  not  bound  by  separate 
and  nonidentical  resolutions  to  the  same 
effect  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  engaged  in  prophetic  specula¬ 
tion  as  follows ;  “Of  course,  no  separate  reso¬ 
lution  of  either  House  can  coerce  a  head  of 
a  Department,  unless  in  some  particular  in 
which  a  law,  duly  enacted,  has  subjected  him 
to  the  direct  action  of  each;  and  in  such 
case  it  is  to  be  intended,  that,  by  approving 
the  law,  the  President  has  consented  to  the 
exercise  of  such  coerciveness  on  the  part  of 
either  House.”  (6  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  680,  683 
(1854).) 

12  See  United  States  v.  California  (332  U.  S. 
19,  28  (1947)).  A  similar  problem  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan 
in  United  Ins.  Co.  v.  Attorney  General  (300 
Mich.  200,  1  NW.  2d  510  (1942) ) .  Under  Mich¬ 
igan’s  constitution,  the  legislature  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote  can  provide  in  a  statute  that 
it  shall  take  effect  immediately  after  the 
Governor’s  approval,  thus  avoiding  the  ordi¬ 
nary  requirement  of  a  waiting  period.  After 
a  statute  had  been  enacted  without  such 
a  provision,  the  legislature  by  a  two-thirds 
vote  passed  a  concurrent  resolution  declar¬ 
ing  that  the  earlier  statute  should  become 
effective  immediately.  It  was  held  that  the 
concurrent  resolution  was  ineffective  because 
it  had  not  been  presented  to  the  Governor 
for  his  approval  or  disapproval. 


Before  1919  it  had  never,  so  far  as  I  have 
been  able  to  discover,  been  suggested  se¬ 
riously  that  Congress  could  make  an  affirma¬ 
tive  policy  or  legislative  decision  by  a  con¬ 
current  resolution  not  presented  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident.  In  that  year,  however,  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  proposed  as 
a  reservation  to  the  Versailles  Treaty  that 
notice  of  withdrawal  (from  the  League  of 
Nations)  by  the  United  States  may  be  given 
by  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States.11  This  proposal  was 
immediately  challenged  by  Senator  Walsh, 
of  Montana,  as  violating  the  last  paragraph 
of  article  I,  section  7,  of  the  Constitution. 
After  extensive  debate,  the  Senate  by  a  vote 
of  45  to  39  refused  to  substitute  a  provision 
for  termination  by  joint  resolution.15  The 
debate  made  it  clear  that  the  sole  purpose 
of  the  proposed  use  of  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  was  to  enable  the  Congress  to  termi¬ 
nate  American  membership  in  the  League 
of  Nations  without  subjecting  such  a  policy 
decision  to  the  veto  of  a  President  who  might 
favor  continued  membership.10 

This  provision  did  not  become  effective, 
since  the  United  States  never  joined  the 
League  of  Nations.  However,  the  idea  was 
not  forgotten,  for  a  year  later  Congress  passed 
a  budget  and  accounting  bill  which  provided 
that  the  Comptroller  General  and  the  As¬ 
sistant  Comptroller  General  could  be  re¬ 
moved  solely  by  concurrent  resolution  of  the 
Congress.  This  bill  was  vetoed  by  President 
Wilson. 

B.  Modern  developments  in  the  use  of 
congressional  resolutions 

Leaving  aside  these  abortive  proposals  of 
1919  and  1920,  we  find  that  the  modern 
use  of  congressional  resolutions  to  make 
veto-proof  policy  decisions  begins  in  1939, 
with  a  forerunner  in  1932.  For  the  sake  of 
convenience,  these  recent  statutes  will  be 
described  in  functional  categories,  although 
much  of  the  later  analysis  will  be  common 
to  all  of  them. 

(1)  Disapproval  of  proposed  Executive  ac¬ 
tion — (a)  the  Reorganization  Acts:  The  most 
significant  use  of  statutory  provisions  for 
disapproval  or  veto  of  proposed  Executive  ac¬ 
tion  by  concurrent  and  simple  resolutions 
has  been  under  the  Reorganization  Acts  of 
1939,  1945,  and  1949.  Before  discussing  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1939,  we  should  note 
the  history  of  its  predecessors.  Title  IV  of 
the  Legislative  Appropriation  Act,  1932,  au¬ 
thorized  the  President  by  Executive  order 
to  consolidate  executive  agencies  and  func¬ 
tions.  Section  407  provided  that  such  an 
Executive  order  should  not  become  effective 
until  60  days  after  its  transmission  to  Con¬ 
gress  and  that  “if  either  branch  of  Con¬ 
gress  within  such  60  calendar  days  shall  pass 
a  resolution  disapproving  of  such  Execu¬ 
tive  order,  or  any  part  thereof,  such  Execu¬ 
tive  order  shall  become  null  and  void  to  the 
extent  of  such  disapproval.” 17  The  same 
section  provided  that  such  an  Executive 
order  could  become  effective  in  less  than  60 
days  if  sooner  approved  by  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  two  Houses.  These  provisions 
were  enacted  without  any  discussion  in  either 
House  of  the  constitutional  problem. 

The  history  of  section  407  was  brief.  The 
few  orders  President  Hoover  submitted  to 
Congress  in  December  1932  were  disapproved 
by  a  resolution  of  the  House  of  Representa- 


14  58  Congressional  Record  8074  (1919). 

15  Id.,  at  8074-8079,  8121-8137. 

10  In  the  course  of  this  debate.  Senator 
Thomas,  of  Missouri,  in  opposing  the  con¬ 
current-resolution  provision,  expressed  the 
view  that  Congress  could  not  provide  in  a 
statute  for  its  termination  by  concurrent 
resolution,  while  Senator  Fall,  of  New  Mexico, 
thought  that  Congress  could  so  provide.  58 
Congressional  Record  8122-8123  (1919). 

17  47  Stat.  414  (1932). 
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tives,  and  never  went  into  effect.18  Shortly 
afterward  Attorney  General  Mitchell  issued 
an  opinion  recommending  that  the  President 
veto,  as  unconstitutional,  a  bill  which  would 
have  made  Federal  tax  refunds  in  excess  of 
$20,000  subject  to  prior  disapproval  by  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxa¬ 
tion.10  In  the  course  of  this  opinion  the 
Attorney  General  referred  to  section  407  of 
the  Legislative  Appropriation  Act  of  1932  as 
follows : 

"It  must  be  assumed  that  the  functions  of 
the  President  under  this  act  were  executive 
in  their  nature  or  they  could  not  have  been 
constitutionally  conferred  upon  him,  and  so 
there  was  set  up  a  method  by  which  one 
House  of  Congress  might  disapprove  Execu¬ 
tive  action.  No  one  would  question  the 
power  of  Congress  to  provide  for  delay  in 
the  execution  of  such  an  administrative 
order,  or  its  power  to  withdraw  the  authority 
to  make  the  order,  provided  the  withdrawal 
takes  the  form  of  legislation.  The  attempt 
to  give  to  either  House  of  Congress,  by  action 
which. is  not  legislation,  power  to  disapprove 
administrative  acts,  raises  a  grave  question 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  entire  provision  in 
the  act  of  June  30,  1932,  for  Executive  re¬ 
organization  of  governmental  functions.” 20 

The  next  provision  for  reorganization  of 
the  Government  appeared  as  title  IV  of  the 
Treasury  and  Post  Office  Appropriation  Act 
for  1934,  which  empowered  the  President  to 
consolidate  agencies  and  transfer  functions 
by  executive  orders  which  were  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  while  in  session  and 
shall  not  become  effective  until  after  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  60  calendar  days  after  such  trans¬ 
mission,  unless  Congress  shall  by  law  pro¬ 
vide  for  an  earlier  effective  date  of  such 
Executive  order  or  orders.”  21 

As  reported  from  the  Senate  committee, 
the  bill  had  provided  for  disapproval  of  such 
Executive  orders  by  concurrent  resolution. 
Senator  Byrnes  introduced  an  amendment 
containing  the  substance  of  the  provision  as 
finally  enacted,  stating  that  he  did  so  be¬ 
cause  the  Attorney  General  was  right  in 
saying  that  one  House  could  not  veto  the 
final  action  of  the  Executive,  and  two  Houses 
would  have  no  greater  power  than  one  House 
would  have.22  Senator  Byrnes’  view  was 
not  challenged,  and  his  amendment  was 
adopted.23  When  the  amended  bill  was  re¬ 
turned  to  the  House,  there  was  rejected  by 
a  vote  of  227  to  145  an  amendment  which 
would  have  again  made  reorganization  or¬ 
ders  subject  to  disapproval  by  a  resolution 
of  either  House.  During  the  discussion,  Rep¬ 
resentative  Chindbloom  referred  to  the 
amendment  as  of  doubtful  validity  in  that  it 
"delegates  to  either  House  the  legislative 
power  of  the  Congress,  which,  under  the 
Constitution,  can  be  exercised  only  by  both 
Houses,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  or,  in  the  case  of  his  veto,  by  two- 
thirds  vote  of  both  Houses.24  Thus,  in  large 
part  as  the  result  of  Attorney  General  Mit¬ 
chell’s  opinion,  presidential  reorganization 
orders  under  this  statute  were  subject  only 
to  a  60-day  waiting  period  which  was  de¬ 
signed  to  give  Congress  an  opportunity  to 
take  adverse  action  through  the  regular  leg¬ 
islative  process.  Attorney  General  Mitchell 
had  suggested  the  validity  of  such  a  wait¬ 
ing-period  requirement,  a  device  which  has 
since  been  employed  in  other  statutes  with¬ 
out  challenge.20 


12  H.  Res.  334,  72d  Cong.,  2d  sess.  )  1932) . 

» 37  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  56  (1933),  discussed 
more  fully  at  pp.  605-606,  infra. 

20  Id.,  at  63-64. 

21 47  Stat.  1519  (1933). 

22  76  Congressional  Record  3539  (1933). 

23  See  id.  at  3537-44. 

24  Id.  at  4613;  see  also  id.  at  4610-14. 

20  The  principal  examples  are  the  Federal 
and  State  statutes  empowering  courts  to 
draft  rules  of  procedure  which  are  to  become 
effective  a  specified  period  of  time  after  they 


The  enactment  of  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1939  was  preceded  by  extensive  discussion 
in  Congress  as  to  whether  a  statute  could 
subject  proposed  executive  action  to  dis¬ 
approval  by  concurrent  resolution.26  Early 
in  the  history  of  the  legislation.  Congress 
evidenced  a  purpose  to  retain  some  form  of 
control  over  the  reorganization  of  executive 
agencies.  In  1937  there  was  discussion  in 
congressional  hearings  of  the  earlier  reorgan¬ 
ization  provisions  and  of  Attorney  General 
Mitchell’s  opinion.*1  In  1938  the  Senate 
passed  a  bill  providing  that  a  reorganization 
plan  should  become  effective  60  days  after  its 
submission  by  the  President  to  the  Con¬ 
gress;  28  within  that  time  Congress  could 
prevent  such  a  plan  from  becoming  effective 
only  by  passing  a  nullifying  bill  or  joint  reso¬ 
lution  which  would  be  subject  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  veto.  President  Roosevelt  supported 
this  version,  stating  in  part  as  follows: 

“But  there  are  two  cogent  reasons  why  the 
bill  should  go  through  as  it  is  now  drawn. 
Tire  first  is  the  constitutional  question  in¬ 
volved  in  the  passage  of  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution,  which  is  only  an  expression  of  con¬ 
gressional  sentiment.  Such  a  resolution 
cannot  repeal  executive  action  taken  in  pur¬ 
suance  of  a  law.  The  second  is  the  very 
remote  possibility  that  some  legislative  situ¬ 
ation  might  possibly  arise  in  the  future 
where  the  President  would  feel  obligated  to 
veto  a  joint  resolution  of  the  Congress  and 
properly  require  a  two-thirds  vote  to  over¬ 
ride  his  veto.”  20 

Nevertheless,  the  House  adopted  an  amend¬ 
ment  providing  that  a  reorganization  plan 
should  become  effective  upon  the  expiration 
of  60  days  after  transmission  to  Congress, 
except  that  if  “Congress,  prior  to  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  such  60-day  period  shall,  by  concur¬ 
rent  resolution,  find  that  such  Executive  or¬ 
der  or  any  part  thereof  is  not  in  the  public 
interest,  such  Executive  order  shall,  to  the 
extent  of  such  finding,  not  become  effec¬ 
tive.”  30  It  was  contended,  by  analogy  to  the 
tariff  and  other  delegation  cases,  that  a 
statute  could  empower  a  majority  of  each 
House  to  make  the  finding  of  fact  relating  to 
public  interest,  whereas  it  could  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  general  power  to  veto  Executive 
action.31  Finally,  the  1938  reorganization 
bill  was  killed  by  being  recommitted  to  the 
House  committee.32 

In  1939  Congress  again  concerned  itself 
with  Government  reorganization.  As  re¬ 
ported  to  the  House,  the  bill  provided  that 
reorganization  plans  should  become  effective 
upon  the  expiration  of  60  days  after  trans¬ 
mission  to  Congress,  unless  within  that  pe¬ 
riod  Congress  passed  a  concurrent  resolution 


are  submitted  to  the  legislature.  Such  stat¬ 
utes  are  cited  and  discussed  in  note,  Lay¬ 
ing  on  the  Table — A  Device  for  Legislative 
Control  Over  Delegated  Powers  (65  Harv.  L. 
Rev.  637,  640  (1952)).  The  validity  of  such 
waiting-period  requirements  was  assumed  in 
Sibbach  v.  Wilson  &  Co.  (312  U.  S.  1,  15 
(1941)).  See  also  sec.  19  (c)  of  the  Sur¬ 
plus  Property  Act  of  1944,  58  Stat.  775,  as 
amended  by  59  Stat.  546  (1945),  which  re¬ 
quired  that  the  proposed  disposition  of  spec¬ 
ified  classes  of  property  be  reported  to  the 
Congress  30  days  (60  days  in  the  case  of 
aluminum  plants  and  facilities)  in  advance 
of  any  actual  disposition  (other  than  a  lease 
for  less  than  5  years). 

"See  generally,  Millett  and  Rogers,  The 
Legislative  Veto  and  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1939,  I  Pub.  Admin.  Rev.  176  (1941). 

22  See  Hearings  before  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Government  Organization  on  Sen.  Doc. 
No.  8,  75th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  8,  90,  169-73 
(1937). 

»  S.  3331,  75th  Cong.,  3d  sess.  (1938). 

28  83  Congressional  Record  4487  (1938). 

» Id.  at  5003-5004,  5011. 

81  Id.  at  5004-5011. 

“Id.  at  5123-5124. 


expressing  Its  disapproval  of  the  plan.33  The 
validity  of  this  use  of  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  was  justified  as  follows  in  the  report  of 
the  House  Select  Committee  on  Government 
Organization : 

“The  failure  of  Congress  to  pass  such  a 
concurrent  resolution  is  the  contingency 
upon  which  the  reorganizations  take  effect. 
Their  taking  effect  is  not  because  the  Presi¬ 
dent  orders  them.  That  the  taking  effect  of 
action  legislative  in  character  may  be  made 
dependent  upon  conditions  or  contingencies 
is  well  recognized.  The  latest  pronouncement 
of  the  Supreme  Court  on  the  subject  is  in 
Currin  v.  Wallace  (306  U.  S.  1  (1939)  ).  That 
case  upheld  the  validity  of  a  referendum  of 
farmers  which  determined  whether  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  could  exercise  the  au¬ 
thority  given  him  by  the  statute  to  designate 
a  market  as  one  at  which  tobacco  was  re¬ 
quired  to  be  inspected  and  certified  by  De¬ 
partment  representatives  prior  to  its  sale.  It 
seems  difficult  to  believe  that  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  action  legislative  in  character  may 
be  conditioned  upon  a  vote  of  farmers  but 
may  not  be  conditioned  on  a  vote  of  the  two 
legislative  bodies  of  the  Congress.” 34 

During  the  ensuing  House  debate,  Repre¬ 
sentative  Cox  expressed  the  opinion  that, “In 
performing  under  the  act  the  President  ex¬ 
ercises  no  legislative  or  executive  power,  but 
only  as  the  ministerial  agent  Of  the  Congress 
acts  in  accordance  with  directions  that  are 
given.” 30  Mr.  Cox  relied  repeatedly  upon 
Currin  v.  Wallace,  and  disagreed  entirely  with 
the  opinion  of  Attorney  General  Mitchell  re¬ 
ferred  to  above.36  Representative  Taber  was 
of  the  opinion  that  the  provision  violated 
article  I,  section  7  of  the  Constitution,37  as 
was  Representative  Wolcott,  who  referred 
to  the  1897  report  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary.38 

An  amendment  adopted  by  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  would  have  made  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  subject  to  veto  within  the 
60-day  period  by  a  resolution  of  either 
House.30  This  amendment  was  later  re¬ 
jected  by  the  House,40  but  it  served  to  pro¬ 
voke  a  discussion  as  to  whether  there  was 
any  difference,  constitutionally,  between  dis¬ 
approval  of  proposed  executive  action  by  a 
simple  resolution  of  one  House  or  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses.  Repre¬ 
sentatives  Sumners  and  Cox  expressed  the 
view  that  if  a  statute  could  provide  for  veto 
by  concurrent  resolution,  it  could  as  validly 
provide  for  veto  by  a  simple  resolution  of 
one  House.  Representative  Warren,  on  the 
other  hand,  indicated  a  doubt  as  to  the  con¬ 
stitutionality  of  such  a  veto  by  one  House, 
referring  to  Attorney  General  Mitchell’s  com¬ 
ments  on  the  similar  provision  in  the  1932 
statute.41 

In  the  Senate,  Senator  Barkley  defended 
the  provision  for  veto  by  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  on  the  theory  that  it  simply  made  a 
reorganization  plan  effective  upon  the  event 
or  condition  precedent  of  the  two  Houses 
failing  to  pass  a  concurrent  resolution  of 
disapproval.42  Senator  Brown  supported 
this  view  and  cited  Currin  v.  Wallace  as 
authority.43  On  the  other  hand.  Senator 
King  asserted  that  the  provision  for  veto  by 
concurrent  resolution  was  invalid  in  that 
under  article  I,  section  7,  every  concurrent 
resolution  (except  on  a  question  of  adjourn- 


23  H.  R.  4425,  76th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  (1939) . 

24  H.  Rept.  No.  120,  76th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  6 
(1939). 

80  84  Congressional  Record  2377  (1939). 

86  Id.,  at  2375-2379. 

87  Id.,  at  2477. 

28  Id.,  at  2478.  See  pp.  573-574,  supra. 

88  Id.,  at  2498. 

40  Id.,  at  2503. 

41  Id.,  at  2498-2499. 

42  Id.,  at  3036. 

•  Id.,  at  3044. 


4810 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  April  U 


ment)  was  subject  to  Presidential  approval.” 
The  bill  as  enacted  provided  for  disapproval 
of  proposed  reorganization  plans  by  a  con¬ 
current  resolution  of  the  two  Houses/18 

The  Reorganization  Act  of  1945  40  is  for  our 
purposes  identical  with  the  1939  act.  Pur¬ 
suant  to  the  1939  and  1945  Reorganization 
Acts  the  President  transmitted  to  Congress 
a  total  of  11  reorganization  plans;  of  these, 
5  became  effective  without  disapproval  by 
either  House.  4  became  effective  over  the 
disapproval  of  a  single  House,  and  2  were 
prevented  from  taking  effect  by  concurrent 
resolutions  of  disapproval. 

The  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  provides 
that  a  plan  of  reorganization  proposed  by 
the  President  may  be  prevented  from  becom¬ 
ing  effective  by  a  resolution  passed  by  either 
House  of  Congress,  "stating  in  substance 
that  that  House  does  not  favor  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plan.”4’  President  Truman  and 
Herbert  Hoover  had  recommended  continued 
provision  for  congressional  disapproval  by 
concurrent  resolution  as  in  the  earlier  reor¬ 
ganization  acts.48  While  the  bill  was  pending 
in  the  Senate,  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  wrote 
to  the  Attorney  General,  calling  his  atten¬ 
tion  to  Attorney  General  Mitchell’s  opinion 
of  January  24,  1933,  and  asking  his  opinion 
whether  congressional  disapproval  of  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  could  be  effected  consti¬ 
tutionally  (1)  by  a  simple  resolution  of 
either  House  of  the  Congress,  or  (2)  by  a 
concurrent  resolution  of  both  Houses  of  the 
Congress. 

The  Attorney  General  submitted  a  memo¬ 
randum  dealing  only  with  the  question  of 
concurrent  resolutions.48  The  memorandum 
pointed  out  that  Attorney  General  Mitchell's 
views  on  the  reorganization  legislation  of 
1932  were  obiter  dicta,  and  asserted  that 
that  opinion  “insofar  as  it  intimated  the  un¬ 
constitutionality  of  the  reorganization  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1932,  was  based 
upon  an  unsound  premise,  namely,  that  the 
Congress  in  disapproving  a  reorganization 
plan  is  exercising  a  legislative  function  in  a 
nonlegislative  manner.”  In  concluding  that 
there  is  no  constitutional  objection  to  pro¬ 
viding  for  disapproval  of  reorganization  plans 
by  a  concurrent  resolution,  the  Department 


44  Id.,  at  3090. 

*=53  Stat.  562  (1939). 

48  The  legislative  history  of  the  Reorgani¬ 
sation  Act  of  1945  is  of  interest  in  that  as 
the  bill  was  reported  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  it  provided  for  veto 
of  a  reorganization  plan  by  either  House. 
The  committee’s  report  stated  that  "such  a 
delegation  of  legislative  power  does  not  op¬ 
erate  to  deprive  either  House  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  its  constitutional  right  to  have  no 
change  made  in  the  law  relating  to  organi¬ 
zation  of  the  Government  without  the  as¬ 
sent  of  at  least  a  majority  of  its  Members 
present  and  voting.”  (S.  Rept.  No.  638,  79th 
Cong.,  1st  sess.  3  (1945) .)  In  the  Senate,  this 
provision  was  attacked  as  unconstitutional 
by  Senator  Murdock,  who  referred  to  Attor¬ 
ney  General  Mitchell’s  1933  opinion.  (91 
Congressional  Record  10269-102774,  10714 
(1945).)  The  Senate  substituted  a  pro¬ 
vision  for  veto  by  concurrent  resolution,  but 
largely,  it  appears,  for  practical  reasons  rath¬ 
er  than  because  of  constitutional  doubts. 

4!  63  Stat.  205  (1949) ,  5  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  133Z-4 
(Supp.  1952). 

48  H.  Rept.  No.  23,  81st  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  2,  4 
(1949). 

48  See  S.  Rept.  No.  232,  81st  Cong.,  1st  sess., 
1-3,  3-5,  19  ( 1949) .  While  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  adhered  to  the  traditional  position  that 
he  is  not  authorized  to  render  opinions  to 
the  Congress  or  its  committees,  he  submitted 
a  memorandum  setting  forth  the  views  which 
would  be  expressed  by  a  representative  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  if  called  upon  to 
testify. 


of  Justice  memorandum  characterized  the 
procedure  as  follows: 

“It  cannot  be  questioned  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  carrying  out  his  Executive  functions 
may  consult  with  whom  he  pleases.  *  *  * 
There  would  appear  to  be  no  reason  why  the 
Executive  may  not  be  given  express  statutory 
authority  to  communicate  to  the  Congress 
his  intention  to  perform  a  given  Executive 
function  unless  the  Congress  by  some  stated 
means  indicates  its  disapproval.  The  Reor¬ 
ganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945  gave  recog¬ 
nition  to  this  principle.  The  President,  in 
asking  Congress  to  pass  the  instant  reor¬ 
ganization  bill,  is  following  the  pattern  es¬ 
tablished  by  those  acts,  namely  by  taking 
the  position  that  if  the  Congress  will  delegate 
to  him  authority  to  reorganize  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  he  will  undertake  to  submit  all  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  to  the  Congress  and  to  put 
no  such  plan  into  effect  if  the  Congress  indi¬ 
cates  its  disapproval  thereof.  In  this  pro¬ 
cedure  there  is  no  question  involved  of  the 
Congress  taking  legislative  action  beyond 
its  initial  passage  of  the  Reorganization  Act. 
Nor  is  there  any  question  involved  of  abdica¬ 
tion  by  the  Executive  of  his  Executive  func¬ 
tions  to  the  Congress.  It  is  merely  a  case 
where  the  Executive  and  the  Congress  act  in 
cooperation  for  the  benefit  of  the  entire  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  Nation.*’ 58 

Within  2  months  after  the  passage  of  the 
act,  the  President’s  proposal  to  establish  a 
department  of  welfare  was  disapproved  by  a 
resolution  of  the  Senate.51 

(b)  Deportation  of  aliens;  The  alien  de¬ 
portation  process  affords  another  significant 
example  of  the  use  of  congressional  resolu¬ 
tions  to  control  administrative  action.  The 
Alien  Registration  Act  of  1940  authorized  the 
Attorney  General  to  suspend  the  deportation 
of  otherwise  deportable  aliens  to  avoid  hard¬ 
ship  to  dependents.52  If  a  deportation  was 
suspended  for  more  than  6  months,  the  facts 
were  to  be  reported  to  Congress  within  10 
days  after  the  beginning  of  the  next  regular 
session.  Unless  Congress  during  that  session 
passed  a  concurrent  resolution  stating  that  it 
did  not  favor  such  suspension,  the  deporta¬ 
tion  proceedings  were  to  be  canceled  and  the 
alien  allowed  to  remain.  The  question  of 
the  validity  of  the  provision  was  not  dis¬ 
cussed  in  either  the  House  or  the  Senate. 
As  of  June  30,  1947,  the  Attorney  General  had 
reported  to  Congress  the  suspension  of  the 
deportation  of  20,444  aliens.  None  of  these 
suspensions  was  disapproved  by  concurrent 
resolution. 

In  1948  the  suspension  provision  was 
amended  to  provide  that  unless  a  suspension 
of  deportation  was  affirmatively  approved 
within  6  months  by  a  concurrent  resolution 
of  the  two  Houses  deportation  had  to  be 
effected.03  The  Senate  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  explained  that  the  change  from 
disapproval  to  approval  by  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  was  thought  necessary  because  under 
the  former  provision  the  cases  were  almost 
automatically  shelved  in  favor  of  other  mat¬ 
ters  in  which  affirmative  action  is  required. 
The  committee  cannot  bring  itself  to  the 
view  that  Congress  should  relinquish  its  pre¬ 
rogative  to  pass  upon  these  referral  cases.54 
While  Congress  has  passed  numerous  con- 


50  Id.  at  20,  citing  Hirabayashi  v.  United 
States  (320  U.  S.  81,  91-94  (1943)  ). 

81  S.  Res.  147,  81st  Cong.,  1st  sess.  (1949). 

82  54  Stat.  672  (1940),  8  U.  S.  C.  §  155  (c) 
(1946). 

63  62  Stat.  1206  (1948),  8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  155 
(c)  (Supp.  1952).  For  a  similar  provision 
relating  to  aliens,  enacted  about  the  same 
time,  see  sec.  4  (a)  of  the  Displaced  Persons 
Act  of  1948,  62  Stat.  1011,  as  amended  by 
64  Stat.  224  (1950),  50  U.  S.  C.  App.  sec.  1953 
(a)  (Supp.  1952). 

64  S.  Rept.  No.  1204,  80th  Cong.,  2d  sess., 
4  (1948). 


current  resolutions  approving  suspensions," 
it  has  in  a  small  number  of  cases  refused  to 
approve  the  Attorney  General’s  recommen¬ 
dations. 

The  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  of 
1952  provides  for  the  use  of  congressional 
resolutions  of  both  the  affirmative  and  nega¬ 
tive  types.  Thus,  section  244  (b)  authorizes 
the  Attorney  General  to  suspend  deportation 
of  aliens  in  certain  classes,  subject  to  dis¬ 
approval  by  resolution  of  either  House,  while 
subsection  (c)  provides  that  in  other  classes 
of  cases  the  suspension  of  deportation  must 
be  affirmatively  approved  by  a  concurrent 
resolution.58 

(c)  Miscellaneous  Federal  and  State 
statutes  and  the  English  practice;  Other 
recent  statutes  and  proposals  suggest  an 
even  wider  possible  range  of  such  uses  of 
the  congressional  resolution.  The  Federal 
Airport  Act  of  1946  etablishes  a  program  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid  to  encourage  the  con¬ 
struction  of  airports.  Section  8  of  that  act 
requires  the  Administrator  of  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  to  submit  to  Congress  a  request  for 
authority  to  undertake  projects  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  larger  airports,  and  provides 
that  “the  Administrator  may  consider  [the 
appropriation  of  funds  by  Congress]  as 
granting  the  authority  requested  unless  a 
contrary  intent  shall  have  been  manifested 
by  the  Congress  by  law  or  by  concurrent 
resolution,  and  no  grants  shall  be  made  un¬ 
less  so  authorized.”  51  The  Federal  Civil  De¬ 
fense  Act  of  1950  directs  the  Federal  Civil 
Defense  Administrator  to  encourage  the 
States  to  enter  into  interstate  civil  defense 
compacts;  it  further  provides  that  upon  the 
transmission  of  such  an  interstate  compact 
to  Congress,  the  consent  of  Congress  re¬ 
quired  by  article  I,  section  10,  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution  shall  be  deemed  given  if  within  a 
period  of  60  days  “there  has  not  been  passed 
a  concurrent  resolution  stating  in  substance 
that  the  Congress  does  not  approve  the  com¬ 
pact.”  58  When  the  Reciprocal  Trade  Agree¬ 
ments  Act  was  renewed  in  1948,  the  House 
of  Representatives  passed  a  bill  which  would 
have  subjected  to  congressional  disapproval 
by  concurrent  resolution  any  trade  agree¬ 
ment  making  tariff  changes  in  excess  of 
those  recommended  by  the  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion.58  This  provision  was  omitted  from  the 
bill  as  enacted  because  of  Senate  objec¬ 
tions.88  In  1947  bills  were  introduced  pro¬ 
posing  the  creation  of  valley  authorities  for 
the  Missouri,  Columbia,  and  Savannah  River 
Valleys;81  each  of  these  bills  would  have  di¬ 
rected  the  authority  or  corporation  con¬ 
cerned  to  prepare  a  comprehensive  plan  of 
regional  development  which  would  be  trans¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  and  be  subject  to  dis¬ 
approval  by  concurrent  resolution. 


55  See,  for  example,  Senate  Concurrent  Res¬ 
olutions  21,  22,  24,  and  25,  81st  Cong.,  1st 
sess.  (1949),  each  of  which  lists  a  consider¬ 
able  number  of  aliens  by  name  and  file 
number.  In  McGrath  v.  Kristensen  (340 
U.  S.  162  (1950),  the  Supreme  Court  held 
that  this  provision  for  approval  by  a  con¬ 
current  resolution  did  not  so  deprive  the 
Attorney  General’s  action — holding  an  alien 
ineligible  for  suspension  of  deportation — of 
finality  as  to  make  it  unreviewable  by  the 
Federal  courts. 

68  66  Stat.  216  (1952) ,  8  U.  S.  C.  A.,  sec.  1254 
(Supp.  1952). 

01  60  Stat.  174,  49  U.  S.  C.,  secs.  1107,  et  seq. 
(1946). 

58  64  Stat.  1249  (1950),  50  U.  S.  C.  App.,  sec. 
2281  (g),  (Supp.  1952). 

88  94  Congressional  Record  6536-6538 
(1948).  See  H.  R.  6556,  H.  Rept.  No.  2009, 
80th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  (1948). 

88  See  S.  Rept.  No.  1558,  80th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.  7  (1948). 

81  S.  1156,  1647,  1534,  80th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
(1947). 
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There  is  a  marked  resemblance  between 
these  statutory  provisions  for  the  control  of 
administrative  action  by  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tions  and  the  English  practice  of  requiring 
the  submission  of  administrative  rules  to 
Parliament."3  Apparently  these  English  pro¬ 
cedures  are  applied  largely  to  administra¬ 
tive  rules  of .  general  applicability,  while  in 
the  Federal  Government  we  have  applied 
the  concurrent  resolution  device  only  to  spe¬ 
cific  administrative  actions — such  as  a  pro¬ 
posed  reorganization  plan  and  a  suspension 
of  a  deportation  order.  Recently,  however, 
there  have  been  various  proposals  to  subject 
general  rules  to  congressional  disapproval  as 
expressed  in  a  resolution.  For  example,  a 
1948  proposal  to  grant  home  rule  to  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  would  have  provided  that 
a  legislative  proposal  or  zoning  ordinance 
should  become  effective  if  within  30  days 
after  presentation  it  was  not  disapproved  by 
either  House  and  if,  within  an  additional  10 
days,  it  was  not  disapproved  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent."3  The  same  bill  also  provided  that 
emergency  legislation  passed  by  the  District 
Council  could  become  effective  with  the  con¬ 
currence  of  a  Joint  congressional  committee, 
subject  to  later  disapproval  by  either  House 
as  in  the  case  of  ordinary  legislatve  pro¬ 
posals.04 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  former  Attor¬ 
ney  General  Mitchell  criticized  both  provi¬ 
sions  for  the  reasons  stated  in  his  1933  opin¬ 
ion.05  Other  able  lawyers  defended  the  first 
provision  on  the  ground  that  the  legislative 
and  zoning  proposals  of  the  council  could  be 
regarded  as  bills  and  that  the  Constitution 
leaves  each  House  free  to  provide  that  a  bill 
which  it  does  not  affirmatively  disapprove 
shall  be  regarded  as  having  been  passed  by 
that  House.60  However,  they  shared  Mr.  Mit¬ 
chell’s  doubts  with  respect  to  the  termina¬ 
tion  by  adverse  resolution  of  one  House  of 


02  Sometimes  an  English  statute  will  re¬ 
quire  that  a  rule  issued  thereunder  lie  be¬ 
fore  Parliament  for  a  specified  period  during 
which  it  may  be  annulled  by  resolution. 
Other  English  statutes  provide  that  rules 
must  be  affirmatively  approved  by  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  both  Houses  of  Parliament  or  a  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  House  of  Commons  alone.  Both 
Houses  have  established  committees  to  ex¬ 
amine  rules  laid  before  the  Parliament  pur¬ 
suant  to  such  statutory  provisions.  During 
the  congressional  debates  on  the  statutes  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  this  discussion,  no  reference  was 
made  to  this  English  practice — a  circum¬ 
stance  which  suggests  that  there  was  no 
conscious  imitation.  Yet,  in  1938,  Dean 
Landis  in  the  Storrs  Lectures  described  the 
English  procedure  and  suggested  that  it 
might  be  usefully  employed  here.  Landis, 
The  Administrative  Process  77-79  (1938); 
see  also  Allen,  Law  and  Orders  50,  64-67 
(1947);  May’s  Parliamentary  Practice  823- 
28  (15th  ed.  1950).  For  a  view  that  this 
procedure  for  legislative  review  of  regula¬ 
tions  has  been  ineffective,  and  a  refusal  to 
recommend  such  a  procedure  for  the  Federal 
Government,  see  Final  Report  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General’s  Committee  on  Administrative 
Procedure  120  ( 1941 ) .  And  see  particularly 
note,  Laying  on  the  Table— A  Device  for 
Legislative  Control  Over  Delegated  Powers, 
65  Harv.  L.  Rev.  637  (1952),  reviewing  the 
English  experience  and  considering  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  employing  the  procedure  in  this 
country. 

03  H.  R.  4902,  80th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  sec.  501 
(1948). 

04  Id.,  sec.  502. 

“Joint  hearings  before  Subcommittees  of 
the  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  the 
District  of  Columbia  on  S.  1968  and  H.  R. 
4902,  80th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  501-16  (1948). 
See  pp.  576-577  supra. 

00  This  argument  may  have  been  rejected 
by  the  supreme  court  of  New  Hampshire  in 
Opinion  of  the  Justices,  96  N.  H.  517,  83  A.  2d 
738  (1950). 


emergency  legislation  which  had  already  be¬ 
come  effective.02 

In  1947  Senator  Barkley  introduced  a  bill 
to  authorize  the  reimposition  of  price  con¬ 
trols.  Among  other  things,  it  provided  that 
the  name  of  a  commodity  to  be  placed  under 
price  controls  should  be  submitted  to  Con¬ 
gress  which,  by  passing  a  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  within  30  days,  could  disapprove  the 
imposition  of  price  controls  upon  such  com¬ 
modity.08  In  1951  Senator  McCarran  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  to  establish  a  commission  to 
formulate  rules  of  procedure  for  adminis¬ 
trative  agencies;  such  rules  would  become 
effective  10  days  after  the  end  of  the  session 
during  which  they  were  reported  to  Congress 
unless  previously  disapproved  by  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution.09 

There  are  a  few  recent  State  statutes  which 
subject  proposed  executive  action  to  prior 
approval  or  disapproval  by  concurrent  res¬ 
olution  of  the  two  houses  of  the  legislature. 
The  New  Hampshire  Reorganization  Act, 
which  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945, 
will  be  discussed  later,  as  will  the  Colorado 
turnpike  statute.20  Other  States  are  experi¬ 
menting  with  the  British  technique  of  re¬ 
quiring  administrative  rules  to  be  submitted 
to  the  legislature,  which  may  disapprove 
them  by  concurrent  resolution.  Thus,  a  1947 
Connecticut  statute  provides  that  by  Feb¬ 
ruary  15th  of  the  odd-numbered  years  (in 
which  the  general  assembly  meets)  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  shall  submit  to  the  general 
assembly  “all  effective  regulations”  made  by 
any  executive  or  legislative  department  or 
agency.  It  is  further  provided  that,  “Any 
regulation  or  any  part  thereof  disapproved  by 
the  general  assembly  by  resolution  shall  be 
void  and  shall  not  be  reissued.”  21  The  Con¬ 
necticut  legislature  has  exercised  this  power 
through  resolutions  not  presented  to  the 
governor.22  A  1947  Michigan  statute  requires 
regulatory  agencies  to  submit,  with  certain 
exceptions,  all  rules  and  amendments  to  the 
legislature,  which  may  disapprove  such  rules 
by  a  concurrent  resolution.23  The  same  sta¬ 
tute  also  authorizes  a  Joint  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  on  administrative  rules,  when  the 
legislature  is  not  in  session  “to  suspend  the 
operation  of  any  rule  not  in  conformity  with 
the  statute  under  which  it  was  promulgated,” 
subject  to  later  reinstatement  of  the  rule  by 
concurrent  resolution  of  the  legislature.24 

(2)  Termination  or  repeal  of  statutes  by 
concurrent  resolution:  The  most  frequent 
type  of  statutory  provision  for  congressional 
action  in  the  form  of  concurrent  resolutions 
is  that  which  provides  for  the  repeal  or  ter¬ 
mination  of  the  statute  by  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution.  Here  the  chief  constitutional  ques¬ 
tion  is  whether  such  provisions  violate  sec¬ 
tion  7  of  article  I,  under  which  a  bill  re¬ 
pealing  or  terminating  an  earlier  statute  is 
subject  to  the  President’s  veto  like  any  other 
bill. 

During  the  convention  of  1787  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  President’s  veto  to  repeals  of 


02  Hearings,  supra,  note  65,  at  518,  525. 

08  S.  1888,  80th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  sec.  10  (c) 
(1947). 

00  S.  17,  82d  Cong.,  1st  sess.  (1951). 

20  See  pp.  597-98  infra. 

22  Conn.  Gen.  Stat.  sec.  285  (1949). 

22  For  resolutions  of  the  general  assembly 
disapproving  administrative  regulations,  see 

16  Conn.  L.  J.  No.  36,  p.  2  (July  12,  1949); 

17  id.  No.  45,  p.  8  (July  24,  1951)  17  id.  No. 
48,  p.  16  (Aug.  14,  1951). 

23  2  Mich.  Stat.  Ann.  sec.  3.560  (14b)-(14c) 
(1952). 

24  The  operation  of  the  Michigan  statute 
is  discussed  in  a  Staff  Report  to  the  Michigan 
Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  State  Government  (1951),  reprinted 
in  Davison  and  Grundstein,  Case  and  Read¬ 
ings  on  Administrative  Law  748  et  seq. 
(1952). 
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statutes  was  briefly  but  specifically  dis¬ 
cussed: 

“Mr.  Williamson  was  less  afraid  of  too  few 
than  of  too  many  laws.  He  was  most  of  all 
afraid  that  the  repeal  of  bad  laws  might  be  t 
rendered  too  difficult  by  requiring  three- 
fourths  to  overcome  the  dissent  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

“Colonel  Mason  (was  also  opposed  to  a  re¬ 
quirement  of  three-fourths  vote  to  override  a 
veto) .  *  *  *  His  leading  view  was  to  guard 
against  too  great  an  impediment  to  the 
repeal  of  laws. 

“Mr.  Madison  *  *  *  as  to  the  difficulty  of 
repeals,  it  was  probable  that  in  doubtful 
cases  the  policy  would  soon  take  place  of 
limiting  the  duration  of  laws  so  as  to  require 
renewal  instead  of  repeal.”  25 

Thus,  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  conven¬ 
tion  was  aware  that  the  veto  could  be  em¬ 
ployed  to  prevent  the  repeal  of  statutes,  but 
was  apparently  content  with  Madison’s  com¬ 
ment  that  this  problem  could  be  dealt  with 
by  employing  statutes  of  limited  duration. 

So  far  as  I  have  discovered,  150  years 
elapsed  before  there  was  inserted  into  a 
Federal  statute  a  provision  providing  for  its 
termination  by  a  concurrent  resolution. 
The  Lend-Lease  Act  of  1941  provided: 

“After  June  §0,  1943,  or  after  the  passage 
of  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses 
before  June  30,  1943,  which  declares  that  the 
powers  conferred  by  or  pursuant  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  are  no  longer  necessary  to  promote 
the  defense  of  the  United  States,  neither 
the  President  nor  the  head  of  any  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  shall  exercise  any  of  the 
powers  conferred  by  or  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (a).”20 

Senator  Connally  explained  that  the  pro¬ 
vision  merely  provided  for  the  termination 
of  the  statutory  powers  upon  the  event  of 
the  passage  of  a  concurrent  resolution — 
thus  seeking  to  avoid  the  issue  of  whether 
a  concurrent  resolution  could  be  effective  as 
such  to  terminate  the  statute.22 

The  validity  of  this  use  of  the  concurrent 
resolution  was  debated  at  length  in  the 
Senate.  Everyone  conceded  that  its  sole 
purpose  was  to  provide  a  means  of  termi¬ 
nating  the  extensive  powers  conferred  by 
the  bill  otherwise  than  by  a  termination  or 
repeal  bill  subject  to  a  possible  veto  by  the 
President.  Senator  Bailey  thought  that  a 
provision  for  termination  upon  the  event  of 
a  concurrent  resolution  would  be  valid.28 
Senators  Clark,  Gillette,  McCarran,  and 
(particularly)  Murdock  considered  the  pro¬ 
vision  invalid,20  all  arguing  in  effect  that  it 
was  an  unconstitutional  device  to  evade  a 
possible  veto  of  repealing  legislation.  The 
only  precedent  considered  in  the  discus¬ 
sions  was  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1939.80 

While  the  arguments  made  in  the  debates 
in  support  of  the  termination  provision  of 
the  Lend-Lease  Act  had  emphasized  the 
event  of  the  passage  of  a  resolution  as  being 
the  operative  fact,  the  authors  of  the  provi¬ 
sion  seem  to  have  had  a  more  substantial 
distinction  in  mind  in  requiring  Congress  to 
make  at  least  a  nominal  finding  of  fact — 
namely,  that  the  powers  “are  no  longer  nec- 


20  Documents  illustrative  of  the  formation 
of  the  Union  of  the  American  States  714- 
15  (1927). 

20  55  Stat.  32  (1941) ,  as  amended,  22  U.  S.  C. 
§  412  (c)  (Supp.  1952). 

22  87  Congressional  Record  1155,  1597 

(1941) .  An  earlier  amendment  passed  by  the 
House  had  provided  simply  that  Congress 
could  terminate  the  powers  by  a  concurrent 
resolution.  See  id.  at  735. 

28  Id.  at  1163-64. 

20  87  Congressional  Record  1100,  1246,  1296, 
1596,  2063-2064,  2073-2075. 

80  See  pp.  579-81,  supra.  No  one  referred 
to  the  extensive  Senate  debate  in  1919  on 
the  proposal  that  American  membership  in 
the  League  of  Nations  be  terminable  by 
concurrent  resolution.  See  p.  575,  supra. 
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essary  to  promote  the  defense  of  the  United 
States” — In  order  to  terminate  the  operation 
of  the  act.  Legislative  draftsmen  did  not  for 
long,  however,  limit  themselves  to  this 
nicety.  The  First  and  Second  War  Powers 
Acts,  for  instance,  simply  provided  for  their 
duration  for  specified  periods  “or  until  such 
earlier  time  as  the  Congress  by  concurrent 
resolution  or  the  President  may  designate.”  81 
The  Emergency  Price  Control  Act  of  1942,  on 
the  other  hand,  provided  for  its  termination 
upon  a  fixed  date  "or  upon  the  date  specified 
in  a  concurrent  resolution  by  the  two  Houses 
of  the  Congress,  declaring  that  the  further 
continuance  of  the  authority  granted  by  this 
act  is  not  necessary  in  the  interest  of  na¬ 
tional  defense  and  security,  whichever  date 
is  the  earlier.” 82  A  similar  provision  appears 
in  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948.83 
The  most  extreme  provision  was  in  the  Selec¬ 
tive  Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  which  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  authority  given  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  extend  the  period  of  service  of  selec¬ 
tees  and  reservists  “is  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tion  that  the  delegation  of  such  authority 
may  be  revoked  at  any  time  by  concurrent 
resolution  of  the  Congress.” 84  Senator 
Adams  contended  that  this  was  an  invalid 
attempt  to  provide  for  repeal  of  a  statute 
without  the  participation  gf  the  President, 
and  Senator  Taft  agreed  with  him.85 

By  the  time  the  Second  War  Powers  bill 
was  before  the  Senate  the  President  was 
regularly  signing  without  objection  bills  con¬ 
taining  such  a  termination  provision.  In 
fact,  such  provisions  were  appearing  in  ad¬ 
ministration-drafted  bills  such  as  the  price 
control  bill.  Furthermore,  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Office  of  Price  Administration 
had  submitted  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  a  memorandum  de¬ 
fending  the  validity  of  termination  by  con¬ 
current  resolution.  While  recognizing  the 
possible  application  of  section  7  of  article  I, 
he  concurred  in  the  “event”  theory  and  but¬ 
tressed  it  by  the  thought  that  Congress  could 
make  itself  the  agency  charged  with  making 
a  finding  of  fact,  just  as  it  could  make  a 
statute  effective  or  inoperative  upon  a  find¬ 
ing  of  fact  by  the  President  or  upon  a  vote  of 
farmers.88 

In  any  event,  it  has  become  commonplace 
for  Congress  to  provide  for  the  termination 
of  statues  on  a  specified  date  “or  on  such 
earlier  date  as  may  be  prescribed  by  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  of  the  Congress” 87  or  to  pro¬ 
vide  simply  that  “The  provisions  of  this  Act 
shall  expire  on  such  date  as  may  be  speci¬ 
fied  by  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two 
Houses  of  Congress.” 88  The  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  of  1950  contained  the  logical 
development  of  providing  that  either  the 
Act  or  any  section  of  the  Act  could  be  termi¬ 
nated  by  concurrent  resolution.89  Regard- 


81  55  Stat.  841  (1941,  as  amended,  50  U.  S.  C. 
App.  sec.  601  (Supp.  1952);  56  Stat.  187 
(1942),  as  amended,  50  U.  S.  C.  App.  sec.  633 
(Supp.  1952) .  For  the  contention  of  Senator 
Murdock  that  this  provision  violated  article 
I,  section  7  of  the  Constitution,  see  88  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  780-784  (1942). 

82  56  Stat.  838  (1941),  as  amended,  50  U.  S. 
C.  App.  sec.  901  (b)  (1946). 

81  62  Stat.  155  (1948),  22  U.  S.  C.  sec.  1520 
(Supp.  1952). 

84  55  Stat.  626  (1941),  50  U.  S.  C.  App.  sec. 
351  (1946). 

85  87  Congressional  Record  6504-6507 
(1941). 

80  Hearings  before  House  Committee  on, 
Banking  and  Currency  on  H.  R.  5479,  77th 
Cong.,  1st  sess.,  983-985  (1941). 

85  See  e.  g..  sec.  307  of  the  Federal  Civil  De¬ 
fense  Act  of  1950,  64  Stat.  1254,  50  U.  S.  C. 
App.,  sec.  2297  (Supp.  1952). 

88  Stat.  428  (1950) ,  50  U.  S.  C.  App.,  sec.  191 
(Supp.  1952). 

89  64  Stat.  822  (1950),  50  U.  S.  C.  App.,  sec. 
2166  (Supp.  1952). 


less  of  form.  Congress  has  not  yet  passed 
such  a  concurrent  resolution  to  repeal  or  ter¬ 
minate  statutory  powers. 

(3)  Termination  of  administrative  ac¬ 
tion  by  concurrent  resolution:  The  principal 
foreign  aid  statutes  of  recent  years  have  pro¬ 
vided  that  aid  to  any  particular  foreign  coun¬ 
try  may  be  terminated  by  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution.  This  use  of  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  is  an  obvious  refinement  from  its  use 
to  repeal  the  statute  itself.  Such  a  clause 
first  appeared  in  the  Greek-Turkish  Aid  Act 
of  1947,  providing  that  “Assistance  to  any 
country  under  this  chapter  may,  unless 
sooner  terminated  by  the  President,  be  ter¬ 
minated  by  concurrent  resolution  by  the 
two  Houses  of  the  Congress.”09  Similar  pro¬ 
visions  appear  in  the  Mutual  Defense  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1949, 91  and  a  provision  in  the 
Universal  Military  Training  and  Service  Act 
of  1951  permits  Congress  by  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  to  eliminate  or  to  reduce  to  a  shorter 
period  than  that  prescribed  in  the  statute 
the  service  obligation  of  any  age  group.92 

(4)  Compelling  or  initiating  executive  ac¬ 
tion  by  concurrent  resolution:  The  Neutral¬ 
ity  Act  of  1939  provided  that  “Whenever  the 
President,  or  the  Congress  by  concurrent 
resolution,  shall  find  that  there  exists  a 
state  of  war  between  foreign  states,  and  that 
it  is  neecssary  to  promote  the  security  or 
preserve  the  peace  of  the  United  States  or  to 
protect  the  lives  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  shall  issue  a  proclama¬ 
tion,”  93  thereby  putting  into  effect  various 
provisions  of  the  act.  It  is  clear  that  the 
Congress  could  make  the  statute  operative 
upon  such  a  finding  of  fact  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.94  But  here  Congress  also  provided  for 
pulling  the  trigger  itself  by  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution.  In  the  Senate  discussion  of  the  bill, 
Senator  Danaher  questioned  whether  the 
use  of  a  concurrent  resolution  to  put  into 
effect  previously  created  statutory  ma¬ 
chinery  was  constitutional,95  and  Senator 
Lucas  made  a  detailed  argument  that  such 
a  provision  was  invalid  under  article  I,  sec¬ 
tion  7.98  Senator  Connally  defended  the 
provision,  suggesting  that  it  merely  made  the 
statute  effective  upon  the  contingency  of 
such  a  concurrent  resolution — which  he 
analogized  to  making  it  effective  upon  the 
first  sinking  of  a  ship  by  a  submarine.97 
Congress  never  passed  a  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  the  Neutrality  Act. 

The  next  statutory  provision  for  such  a 
trigger  use  of  the  concurrent  resolution  was 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  au¬ 
thorizing  appropriations  of  $500  million  for 
each  of  3  successive  post-war  fiscal  years, 
the  first  such  fiscal  year  to  be  “that  fiscal 
year  which  ends  on  June  30  following  the 
date  proclaimed  by  the  President  as  the 
termination  of  the  existing  war  emergency, 
or  following  the  date  specified  in  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress  as  the  date  of  such  termination,  or 
following  the  date  on  which  the  Congress 
by  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses 
finds  as  a  fact  that  the  war  emergency  here¬ 
inbefore  referred  to  has  been  relieved  to  an 
extent  that  will  justify  proceeding  with  the 
highway  construction  program  provided  for 
by  this  act,  whichever  date  is  the  earliest.”  98 


99  61  Stat.  105  (1947),  22  U.  S.  C.  sec.  1406 
(Supp.  1952). 

01  63  Stat.  718  (1949),  22  U.  S.  C.  sec.  1576 
(Supp.  1952). 

92  65  Stat.  80  (1951),  50  U.  S.  C.  App.  sec. 
454  (k)  (Supp.  1952). 

93  54  Stat.  4  (1940),  22  U.  S.  C„  sec.  441 
(1946). 

94  United  States  v.  Curtiss-W right  Export 
Corp.  (299  U.  S.  304  (1936)). 

95  85  Congressional  Record,  226,  238  (1939) . 
There  had  been  no  discussion  of  its  validity 
in  the  House. 

98  Id.,  at  837-39. 

97  Id.,  at  836-37. 

98  58  Stat.  839  (1944). 


No  question  as  to  the  validity  of  such  use 
of  the  concurrent  resolution  was  raised  in 
either  House.  In  the  following  year  Con¬ 
gress.  in  response  to  a  recommendation  by 
President  Truman,90  passed  a  concurrent  res¬ 
olution  which  found  as  a  fact  that  the  war 
emergency  had  been  sufficiently  relieved  for 
the  purposes  of  the  act.* 1  Thus  we  have  an 
unchallenged  precedent  for  the  use  of  the 
concurrent  resolution  as  the  trigger  in  mak¬ 
ing  a  statute  operative. 

Another  recent  provision  of  this  type  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Act 
of  1949,  which  provides  for  the  retention  by 
the  United  States  of  material  procured  for 
foreign  countries  whenever  such  retention  is 
called  for  by  concurrent  resolution  by  the 
two  Houses  of  the  Congress.2  Also,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Civil  Defense  Act  of  1950  provides  that 
the  emergency  provisions  in  title  III  of  that 
act  shall  be  operative  only  during  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  a  state  of  civil  defense  emergency 
which  may  be  proclaimed  by  the  President 
or  by  concurrent  resolution  of  the  Congress 
if  the  President  in  such  proclamation,  or 
the  Congress  in  such  resolution,  finds  that  an 
attack  upon  the  United  States  has  occurred 
or  is  anticipated  and  that  the  national  safety 
therefore  requires  an  invocation  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title.3 

(5)  Removal  of  executive  officers  by  con¬ 
current  resolution:  The  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  Act  provides  that  members  of  the 
TVA  board  “may  be  removed  from  office  at 
any  time  by  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives.”  4 
The  only  precedent  for  the  clause  was  a 
similar  provision  in  the  budget  and  account¬ 
ing  bill  passed  by  Congress  in  1920, 5 *  which 
was  vetoed  by  President  Wilson  on  the 
ground  that  the  removal  provision  was  an 
unconstitutional  infringement  upon  the 
President’s  power  to  remove  officers  ap¬ 
pointed  by  him.8  As  finally  enacted  a  year 
later  with  the  approval  of  President  Harding, 
the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921  pro¬ 
vided  for  removal  of  the  same  officers  by 
joint  resolution,  which  must  be  presented 
to  the  President.7 

Because  the  TVA  act’s  provision  for  re¬ 
moval  of  Federal  officers  by  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  is  unique,  and  evokes  issues  as  to  the 
power  of  removal  which  are  unrelated  to 
the  other  concurrent  resolution  provisions, 
it  is  mentioned  here  only  for  the  sake  of 
completeness.8 

C.  Constitutionality  of  the  use  of  concurrent 
°  resolutions 

It  is  one  purpose  of  this  article  to  suggest 
that  there  are  grave  doubts  as  to  the  con¬ 
stitutionality  of  all  of  the  recent  statutory 
provisions  described  above  for  the  use  of 
congressional  resolutions.  As  stated  earlier, 
these  doubts  are  not  particularly  engendered 
by  any  rigid  classification  of  governmental 


99  H.  Doc.  No.  282,  79th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  28 
(1945). 

1 59  Stat.  846  (1945). 

2  63  Stat.  720  (1949),  22  U.  S.  C„  sec.  1580 
(Supp.  1952). 

3  64  Stat.  1251  (1951),  50  U.  S.  C.  App., 
sec.  2291  (Supp.  1952). 

4  48  Stat.  60  (1933),  16  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  831c 
(1946). 

5  H.  R.  9783,  66th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  (1920). 

8  59  Congressional  Record  8609  (1920). 

7  42  Stat.  24  (1921),  31  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  43 
(1946). 

8  It  may  be  noted  that  in  Morgan  v.  TVA 
(115  F.  2d  990  (6th  Cir.  1940)),  the  court, 
in  holding  that  the  above-quoted  provision 
in  the  TVA  Act  did  not  preclude  removal  of 
a  board  member  by  the  President,  stated 
that  if  removal  by  concurrent  resolution 
were  construed  as  the  exclusive  method  of 
removal,  “doubt  exists  as  to  its  constitutional 
validity,”  citing  Springer  v.  Philippine  Is¬ 
lands  (277  U.  S.  189  (1928)),  and  Myers  v. 
United  States  (272  U.  S.  52  (1926)). 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


195  b 

acts  as  legislative  or  executive.  That  many 
acts  of  Government  may  be  performed  with 
equal  propriety  by  the  legislative  branch  or 
the  executive  branch  may  be  conceded.  The 
objection  is  rather  to  the  manner  of  the 
exercise  of  power.  As  one  of  the  checks 
upon  undue  concentration  of  Governmental 
power  in  a  single  organ  of  Government, 
article  I,  section  7,  makes  Presidential  ap¬ 
proval,  or  veto  subject  to  being  overridden 
by  two-thirds  vote  of  each  House,  an  essen¬ 
tial  element  in  the  exercise  of  power  by 
Congress.  That  the  President  cannot  be 
excluded  from  the  legislative  process  by  the 
simple  expedient  of  embodying  policy  deci¬ 
sions  having  the  force  of  law  in  the  form 
of  “resolutions”  not  presented  to  him  is 
made  clear  by  the  second  paragraph  of  sec¬ 
tion  7,  providing  that  "Every  order,  resolu¬ 
tion,  or  vote”  requiring  the  concurrence  of 
Senate  and  House,  except  on  a  question  of 
adjournment,  must  be  presented  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  as  in  the  case  of  bills — a  provision 
added  for  the  express  purpose  of  preventing 
evasion  of  the  President’s  veto. 

Since  the  Constitution  plainly  requires 
Presidential  participation  in  the  exercise  of 
legislative  power,  a  power  must  be  classified 
as  nonlegislative  to  justify  its  exercise  by 
Congress  or  one  of  its  branches  in  a  way  other 
than  that  prescribed.9  But  it  is  clear  that  the 
policy  decisions  and  legal  consequences  of 
concurrent  resolutions  used  in  the  ways  that 
have  been  described — for  example,  the  dis¬ 
approval  of  a  reorganization  plan,  the  ter¬ 
mination  of  the  Attorney  General’s  suspen¬ 
sion  of  deportation  of  an  alien,  or  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  an  arms  embargo — are  indistinguish¬ 
able  from  the  policy  decisions  and  legal  con¬ 
sequences  of  ordinary  legislation.  The  ab¬ 
sence  of  distinction  is  particularly  evident 
where  the  statute  provides  for  termination  or 
repeal  by  concurrent  resolution,  since  it  can 
hardly  be  contended  that  the  repeal  of  a 
statute  is  less  of  a  legislative  act  than  its 
original  enactment.  The  validity  of  such 
provisions  is  further  undermined  by  the  spe¬ 
cific  refusal  of  the  Constitutional  Conven¬ 
tion  of  1787  to  except  repeal  legislation  from 
the  requirement  that  proposed  legislation  be 
presented  to  the  President. 

This  view  also  finds  support  in  the  inter¬ 
pretation  given  by  Congress  to  article  I,  sec¬ 
tion  7  in  all  but  the  most  recent  year's.  In 
the  first  explicit  congressional  statement,  in 
1879,  the  Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
stated  that  concurrent  resolutions  which 
“contain  matter  which  is  properly  to  be  re¬ 
garded  as  legislative  in  its  character  and 
effect”  must  be  submitted  to  the  President, 
and  that  “the  nature  or  substance  of  the 
resolution,  and  not  its  form,  controls  the 
question  of  its  disposition.” 10  That  this 
was  the  view  adopted  by  Congress  in  prac¬ 
tice  is  demonstrated  strikingly  by  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  150  years  after  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution  before  statutes  began  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  such  uses  of  congressional  resolu- 


0  However,  it  could  then  be  argued  that 
Members  of  Congress,  in  their  capacities  as 
such,  may  not  perform  nonlegislative  func¬ 
tions.  It  is  settled  that  article  III  judges 
may  not  perform  nonjudicial  functions  in 
their  capacities  as  judges.  Federal  Radio 
Commission  v.  General  Electric  Co.  (281  U.  S. 
464  (1930) ).  Under  the  doctrine  of  Springer 
v.  Philippine  Islands  (277  U.  S.  189  (1928)), 
it  would  seem  that  Congress  cannot  confer 
executive  powers  upon  itself  or  its  Members, 
since  article  II,  section  2,  vests  exclusive  pow¬ 
er  to  appoint  Federal  officers  in  the  President 
with  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  (or  if 
Congress  so  prescribes,  in  the  President  alone, 
in  the  courts  of  law,  or  in  the  heads  of  de¬ 
partments)  .  Moreover,  article  I,  section  6, 
provides  that  no  person  holding  any  office 
under  the  United  States  Government  may  be 
a  member  of  Congress  during  his  continuance 
in  office.  See  note  160,  infra. 

10  See  pp.  573-574,  supra. 


tions.  And  until  the  enactment  of  such 
statutory  provisions  became  commonplace, 
their  validity  was  challenged  vigorously  in 
both  Senate  and  House,  without  regard  for 
party  lines,  as  well  as  by  Attorney  General 
Mitchell  and  President  Roosevelt. 

Finally,  the  scope  of  the  potential  appli¬ 
cation  of  such  provisions  is  alone  enough  to 
suggest  a  serious  question  as  to  their  con¬ 
stitutionality.  If  the  modern  uses  of  the 
concurrent  resolution  are  valid,  then  Con¬ 
gress  is  free  to  provide,  for  example,  that 
any  proposed  loan  by  a  Federal  lending 
agency  may  be  vetoed  by  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution,  or  that  the  maximum  or  minimum 
price  for  a  particular  commodity  may  be 
prescribed  by  a  concurrent  resolution. 
Again,  it  would  be  theoretically  possible  for 
Congress  to  pass,  perhaps  over  the  President’s 
veto,  legislation  providing  that  each  section 
of  the  United  States  Code  could  be  termi¬ 
nated  or  repealed  by  concurrent  resolution. 
Not  many  such  statutory  provisions  would 
be  required  to  alter  profoundly  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  power  in  the  Federal  Government. 

The  legal  and  practical  arguments  ad¬ 
vanced  by  proponents  of  such  statutory  pro¬ 
vision  seem  unpersuasive.  Thus  they  con¬ 
tend  that  the  operation  of  the  statute  merely 
depends  upon  occurrence  of  a  condition 
precedent — the  fact  or  event  of  Congress 
passing  a  resolution  or  a  fact  to  be  found 
by  Congress.  Specifically,  they  have  urged 
that  if  the  exercise  of  statutory  powers  can 
be  made  contingent  upon  findings  of  fact 
by  an  executive  officer,  as  in  the  tariff  cases,11 
or  upon  the  favorable  vote  of  the  persons 
who  will  be  affected  by  proposed  govern¬ 
mental  action,  as  under  some  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  marketing  statutes,12  it  is  "difficult 
to  believe  that  the  effectiveness  of  action 
legislative  in  character  *  *  *  may  not  be 
conditioned  on  a  vote  of  the  two  legislative 
bodies  of  the  Congress.”18  The  answer  to 
such  contentions  would  seem  to  be  that  it  is 
one  thing  for  a  statute  to  provide  that,  after 
Congress  and  the  President  have  both  per¬ 
formed  their  legislative  roles,  the  application 
of  a  statute  may  be  further  conditioned  upon 
an  executive  officer’s  finding  of  fact  or  upon 
a  favorable  vote  of  interested  persons,  and 
it  is  another  thing  for  Congress  to  reserve 
to  itself,  excluding  the  President,  the  power 
of  further  determining  the  application  of  a 
statute.  It  is  a  non  sequitur  to  say  that, 
since  a  statute  can  delegate  a  power  to  some¬ 
one  not  bound  by  the  procedure  prescribed 
in  the  Constitution  for  Congress’  exercise  of 
the  power,  it  can  therefore  delegate  the 
power  to  Congress  free  of  constitutional  re¬ 
strictions  on  the  manner  of  its  exercise.  The 
result — and,  indeed,  the  frankly  stated  pur¬ 
pose — of  such  provisions  is  to  exclude  the 
President  from  decisions  of  Congress  which 
in  their  legal  consequences  are  indistinguish¬ 
able  from  statutes  and  which  are  seemingly 
the  type  of  policy  decisions  which  article  I, 
section  7,  requires  to  be  submitted  to  the 
President.  In  brief,  it  is  difficult  to  avoid 
the  conclusion  that  the  express  purpose  of 
the  third  paragraph  of  that  section  to  insure 
that  the  President’s  role  in  the  legislative 
process  should  not  be  eliminated  merely  by 
giving  legislative  decisions  another  name 11 
would  be  thwarted  by  statutes  which  reserve 
final  governmental  decisions  for  determina¬ 
tion  as  events  by  Congress  alone. 

Another  legal  basis  adduced  for  such  stat¬ 
utory  provisions  is  found  in  the  informal 
suggestion  of  the  Department  of  Justice, 
made  in  connection  with  the  Reorganization 


11  Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v.  Clark  (143  U.  S. 
649  (1892));  J.  W.  Hampton,  Jr.  &  Co.  v. 
United  States  (276  U.  S.  394  (1928)). 

12  Currin  v.  'Wallace  (306  U.  S.  1  (1939)); 
United  States  v.  Rock  Royal  Cooperative ,  Inc. 
(307  U.  S.  533  (1939) ). 

18  H.  Rept.  No.  120,"  76th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  6 
(1939). 

“See  pp.  572-573,  supra. 


4813 

Act  of  1949,  that  a  provision  for  disapproval 
of  reorganization  plans  by  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  could  be  justified  as  an  agreement 
by  the  President  not  to  act  without  consult¬ 
ing  Congress  or  in  the  face  of  its  disapprocal. 
However,  this  theory  of  an  agreement  to  con¬ 
sult  would  seem  to  prove  both  too  little  and 
too  much.  Certainly,  the  theory  would  not 
support  provisions  which  were  enacted  over 
the  President’s  veto  if  the  action  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  is  not  initiated  by  the  President. 
On  the  other  hand,  this  agreement  theory 
goes  too  far  in  that  it  would  justify  making 
administrative  action  subject  to  disapproval 
by  legislative  committees — a  highly  dubious 
matter,  as  is  pointed  out  below.  In  any 
event,  it  would  seem  that  the  President’s 
role  under  the  Constitution  cannot  be  altered 
by  agreement. 

In  the  case  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1949,  which  provided  for  disapproval  by 
either  House  of  reorganization  plans  proposed 
by  the  President,  it  is  arguable  that  there  is 
simply  a  reversal  of  the  chronological  order 
in  which  Congress  and  the  President  usually 
act  in  the  legislative  process.  The  President 
has  indicated  his  approval  by  preparing  the 
plan  and  each  House  has  indicated  its  ap¬ 
proval  by  failure  to  pass  a  resolution  of  dis¬ 
approval.  It  is  not  clear,  however,  whether 
the  power  of  each  House  to  determine  its 
own  procedure15  can  be  viewed  as  including 
the  power  to  provide  that  a  bill  will  be 
deemed  passed  unless  specifically  disapproved 
within  a  certain  period  of  time.  There  is  at 
least  a  question  under  the  Constitution 
whether  the  mere  inaction  of  both  Houses, 
which  conceivably  might  reflect  little  or  no 
deliberation,  is  an  acceptable  substitute  for 
the  deliberation  which  is  ordinarily  assured 
by  the  requirement  of  an  affirmative  vote. 
And  even  if  the  theory  of  legislative  action 
by  inaction  is  sound — or  indeed,  even  if  pro¬ 
posed  executive  action  is  made  subject  to 
prior  affirmative  approval  by  both  Houses  as 
in  the  latest  provisions  for  approval  of  de¬ 
portation  suspension — it  would  seem  that 
the  proposal  should  nevertheless  be  presented 
to  the  President  after  approval  by  Congress 
as  prescribed  in  the  Constitution.  If  such  a 
method  for  congressional  control  over  reor¬ 
ganizations  is  to  be  justified  by  characteriz¬ 
ing  it  as  legislation,  there  seems  no  reason 
why  the  constitutional  requirements  for  leg¬ 
islation  should  not  be  satisfied,  even  though 
the  President’s  approval  be  a  foregone  con¬ 
clusion. 

The  practical  justifications  seem  equally 
unpersuasive.  It  has  been  suggested,  notably 
by  Professor  Corwin,  that  in  an  era  of  inter¬ 
national  tension  which  impels  Congress  to 
delegate  extraordinary  powers  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch,  statutory  provisions  for  termi¬ 
nation  by  concurrent  resolution  are  an  es¬ 
sential  means  of  preserving  our  constitu¬ 
tional  equilibrium — namely,  by  giving  Con¬ 
gress  a  compensating  power  to  retract  the 
delegated  authority  without  the  necessity 
of  overcoming  Presidential  vetoes.18  Such 
a  fundamental  political  consideration,  if 
real,  would  probably  carry  great  weight  with 
the  courts.17  However,  as  Madison  foresaw, 
Congress  seems  to  have  been  able  to  main¬ 
tain  effective  control  over  its  great  delega¬ 
tions  of  power  by  the  device  of  enacting 
statutes  of  short  duration,  thus  providing 
Congress  with  regular  opportunities  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  to  renew  or  modify  the 
grant.  Another  effective  device  is  that  of 
providing  in  appropriation  acts  that  no 
funds  shall  be  used  for  specified  purposes. 
The  adequacy  of  these  techniques  is  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  fact  that  Congress  has  not  yet 


15  See  Christoff  el  v.  United  States  (338  U.  S. 
84  (1948) ). 

16  See  Corwin,  Total  War  and  the  Consti¬ 
tution  45-47  (1947). 

17  See  Myers  v.  United  States  (272  U.  S.  52, 
134-35  (1926)). 
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found  it  necessary  to  pass  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  purporting  to  terminate  a  statute  or 
to  terminate  aid  to  a  particular  country. 

The  Federal  courts  have  not  yet  had  occa¬ 
sion  to  consider  the  validity  of  any  of  these 
statutory  provisions  for  the  use  of  congres¬ 
sional  resolutions.  However,  the  few  State 
court  decisions  on  similar  State  statutory 
provisions  are  either  adverse  or  unpersuasive. 
Thus  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Hampshire 
held  invalid  a  State  statute  which,  like  the 
Federal  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945, 
provided  for  the  submission  by  the  governor 
to  the  legislature  of  reorganization  plans 
which  were  to  become  effective  if  within  25 
days  “there  has  not  been  passed  by  the  two 
houses  a  concurrent  resolution  stating  in 
substance  that  the  [legislature]  does  not 
favor  the  reorganization  plan.”  18  It  found 
a  violation  of  the  provision  of  the  State  con¬ 
stitution  that  “The  supreme  legislative 
power,  within  this  State,  shall  be  vested  in 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives, 
each  of  which  shall  have  a  negative  on  the 
the  other,"  10  in  that  “Each  house  has  under¬ 
taken  in  advance  to  surrender  to  the  other 
its  constitutional  authority  to  veto  or  refuse 
assent  to  action  taken  or  approved  by  the 
other.”  20  The  dissenting  judges  regarded  the 
provision  as  “merely  one  of  the  checks  or 
restraints  upon  the  exercise  of  the  subordi¬ 
nate  legislative  power  delegated  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernor.51  The  rationale  of  the  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  court  would  seem  equally  applicable 
under  the  more  customary  constitutional  re¬ 
quirement  that  both  houses  of  a  bicameral 
legislature  must  act  concurrently,  and  the 
decision  thus  supports  the  view  of  the  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee  in  1945  that  neither 
House  of  Congress  can  be  deprived  of  its 
power  to  prevent  a  legislative  proposal  from 
becoming  law  and  that  therefore  each  House 
must  be  enabled  to  prevent  a  reorganization 
plan  from  becoming  effective. 

In  contrast,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Colorado 
has  recently  upheld  a  statute  under  which 
the  proceeds  from  certain  taxes  could  be 
pledged  as  security  for  bonds  to  be  issued 
to  finance  highway  construction,  with  the 
proviso  “that  any  such  pledge  shall  first  be 
approved  by  joint  resolution  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives.”  25  Article  V, 
section  39,  of  the  Colorado  constitution  dif¬ 
fers  from  the  third  paragraph  of  article  I, 
section  7,  of  the  Federal  Constitution  only 
in  that  the  exception  from  the  requirement 
of  submission  to  the  Executive  of  concur¬ 
rent  action  on  questions  of  adjournment  is 
followed  by  the  words  “or  relating  solely  to 
the  transaction  of  business  of  the  two 
houses.”  The  Colorado  court  upheld  the 
statute  on  the  theory  that  such  a  resolution, 
“not  being  legislative  in  character,  related 
solely  to  the  business  of  the  general  assem¬ 
bly.”  This  theory  seems  hardly  tenable  and 
suggests  that  the  legislature  could,  by  en¬ 
acting  such  statutes,  classify  almost  any 
kind  of  governmental  action  as  its  exclusive 
concern. 

The  only  judicial  consideration  of  provi¬ 
sions  for  the  termination  of  a  statute  by 
concurrent  resolution  is  found  in  Matter  of 
Moran  v.  La  Guardia ,a  A  New  York  statute 
authorizing  New  York  City  to  reduce  certain 
civil  service  salaries  during  the  emergency 
proclaimed  by  the  statute  provided  that  the 
provisions  should  apply  “until  the  legisla¬ 
ture  shall  find  their  further  operation  un¬ 
necessary.”  The  legislature  passed  a  bill  to 
repeal  this  statute  which  was  vetoed  by  the 
Governor.  Thereafter,  the  legislature  sought 


18  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  96  N.  H.  517,  83 
A.2d  738  (1950). 

29  N.  H.  Const.  Part  II,  Art.  2. 

20  96  N.  H.  at  522,  83  A.2d  at  741-42. 

21  96  N.  H.  at  529,  83  A.2d  at  745. 

22  Watrous  v.  Golden  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce  (121  Colo.  521,  218  P.  2d  498  (1950)). 

22  270  N.  Y.  450,  1  N.  E.  2d  961  (1936). 


to  achieve  the  same  result  by  passing  a  reso¬ 
lution  not  submitted  to  the  Governor.  A 
majority  of  4  of  the  7  judges  of  the  Court 
of  Appeals  apparently  held  that  a  statute 
could  not  provide  for  its  termination  by  a 
concurrent  resolution,  stating  that: 

“A  concurrent  resolution  of  the  legislature 
is  not  effective  to  modify  or  repeal  a  statu¬ 
tory  enactment.  *  *  *  To  repeal  or  modify 
a  statute  requires  a  legislative  act  of  equal 
dignity  and  import.  Nothing  less  than  an¬ 
other  statute  will  suffice.  A  concurrent  res¬ 
olution  of  the  two  houses  is  not  a  stat¬ 
ute.  *  *  *  It  resembles  a  statute  neither  in 
its  mode  of  passage  nor  in  its  conse¬ 
quences.  *  *  *  But  more  important,  its 
adoption  is  complete  without  the  concur¬ 
rent  action  of  the  Governor,  or  lacking  this, 
passage  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  each  house 
of  the  legislature  over  his  veto."24 

The  court  obscured  the  precise  basis  of  its 
decision,  however,  by  concluding  further 
that  the  statute  did  not  contemplate  ter¬ 
mination  by  a  resolution  not  submitted  to 
the  governor.  The  dissenting  judges,  point¬ 
ing  out  that  the  termination  clause  was  en¬ 
tirely  superfluous  if  construed  to  mean  that 
termination  could  be  effected  only  by  a 
statute,  argued  that  the  statute  both  could 
and  did  provide  for  its  termination  by  a 
resolution  embodying  a  finding  of  fact  by 
the  legislature.  While  the  veto  provisions 
of  the  New  York  Constitution 25  are  almost 
identical  with  the  first  paragraph  of  article 
I,  section  7  of  the  Federal  Constitution, 
they  do  not  contain  the  further  provision 
found  in  the  third  paragraph  of  the  latter 
that  every  order,  resolution,  or  vote  re¬ 
quiring  the  concurrence  of  both  Houses 
must  be  submitted  to  the  President.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  it  would  be  much  easier  under 
the  Federal  Constitution  to  conclude  that 
a  statute  could  not  provide  for  its  termina¬ 
tion  by  concurrent  resolution. 

II.  CONTROL  BY  CONGRESSIONAL  COMMITTEES 

In  recent  years  Congress  has  made  a  num¬ 
ber  of  experiments  in  vesting  certain  gov¬ 
ernmental  powers  in  board  or  commissions 
composed  at  least  in  part  of  Members  of 
Congress,  and  in  subjecting  specified  types 
of  executive  or  administrative  action  to  the 
approval  or  disapproval  of  congressional 
committees.  Like  the  modern  uses  of  con¬ 
gressional  resolutions  discussed  above,  dele¬ 
gations  of  such  powers  to  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  did  no  appear  for  well  over  a  century 
after  the  Constitution  was  adopted  and 
when  they  did  appear  were  met  with  im¬ 
mediate  and  continuous  constitutional 
challenge. 

A.  Development  of  Federal  practice 

Perhaps  the  first  provision  of  this  sort  was 
section  10  of  the  Legislative,  Executive,  and 
Judicial  Appropriation  Act  of  1920,  which 
provided  that  the  Public  Buildings  Commis¬ 
sion  “shall  have  the  absolute  control  of  and 
the  allotment  of  all  space  in”  almost  all 
Federal  buildings  in  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia.20  The  Commission  consisted  of  7  mem- 


24  270  N.  Y.  at  452,  I  NE  2d  at  962. 

25  N.  Y.  Const,  art.  IV,  sec.  7. 

20  40  Stat.  1270  (1919).  Later,  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  by  the  Government  of  buildings  and 
building  sites  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
was  subjected  to  the  approval  of  the  same 
committee.  44  Stat.  634  (1926).  In  1921, 
certain  land  acquisitions  for  American  diplo¬ 
matic  use  abroad  were  made  subject  to  the 
approval  of  a  committee  composed  of  the 
chairmen  and  ranking  minority  members 
of  the  Senate  and  House  Foreign  Relations 
Committees  and  the  Secretaries  of  State  and 
Treasury.  41  Stat.  1214.  The  powers  of  the 
Foreign  Service  Buildings  Commission  were 
broadened  in  1926,  44  Stat.  404,  but  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  in  1939  limited  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  advisory  functions,  see  53  Stat. 


bers  of  whom  4  were  Members  of  Congress— 
2  Senators  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  2  Representatives  appointed  by 
the  Speaker  of  the  House.  On  May  13,  1920, 
President  Wilson  vetoed  an  appropriation 
bill  which  provided  broadly  that  the  print¬ 
ing  of  magazines  by  executive  agencies  must 
have  the  prior  approval  of  the  Joint  Con¬ 
gressional  Committee  on  Printing,22  on  the 
ground  that  this  provision  vested  executive 
functions  in  a  congressional  committee.28  In 
the  veto  message  he  criticized  on  the  same 
ground  the  vesting  in  the  Public  Buildings 
Commission  of  control  over  the  allotment 
of  space  in  Federal  buildings.  However,  the 
Public  Buildings  Commission  continued  to 
exercise  its  functions  until  it  was  abolished 
by  a  reorganization  plan  in  1933. 

In  1933  Congress  passed  a  bill  which  would 
have  prohibited  certain  income  and  other 
tax  refunds  in  excess  of  $20,000  without  prior 
approval  by  the  Joint  Committee  on  Internal 
Revenue  Taxation,  which  could  also  fix  the 
amount  of  each  refund.29  In  a  long  opinion, 
Attorney  General  Mitchell  stated  that  the 
provision  invalidly  attempted  to  vest  an  ex¬ 
ecutive  function  in  a  congressional'  commit¬ 
tee.20  Following  his  advice,  President  Hoover 
vetoed  the  bill  as  unconstitutional.31  An 
earlier  provision,  still  in  effect,32  had  pro¬ 
vided  that  no  refund  or  credit  in  excess  of 
$75,000  should  be  made  until  30  days  after 
the  submission  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  related  facts  to  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Internal  Revenue  Taxation,  but  had  not 
given  the  committee  a  power  of  disapproval.33 

President  Roosevelt  took  the  same  position 
as  his  predecessors  when  there  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  him  a  joint  resolution  providing 
for  Federal  participation  in  the  New  York 
World’s  Fair.34  A  commission  composed  of 
the  two  New  York  Senators,  the  chairmen 
and  the  ranking  majority  and  minority 
members  of  the  Senate  Commerce  Commit¬ 
tee  and  of  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture, 
Commerce,  and  Labor,  was  to  be  empowered 
to  appoint  and  define  the  duties  of  a  com¬ 
missioner  and  two  assistants  and  to  super¬ 
vise  the  expenditure  of  funds.  President 
Roosevelt,  upon  the  advice  of  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  Cummings,  vetoed  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  as  “an  unconstitutional  invasion  of  the 
province  of  the  Executive.” 35  Later  in  the 
same  session  Congress  passed  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  signed  a  resolution  which  differed  from 
the  vetoed  one  primarily  in  that  the  corn- 


1432.  But  see  59  Stat.  53  (1945),  22  U.  S.  C.. 
sec.  299  (1946). 

22  H.  R.  12610,  66th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  sec.  8 
(1920). 

28  59  Congressional  Record  7026  (1920). 

29  H.  R.  13975,  72d  Cong.,  2d  sess.  (1933). 

30  37  Ops.  Att’y  Gen.  56  (1933). 

31 76  Congressional  Record  2445  (1933). 

32  Int.  Rev.  Code,  §  3777.  In  1949  the 
amount  was  raised  to  $200,000. 

33  Such  a  provision  is  not  without  effect, 
however.  It  has  probably  led  to  an  even 
closer  administrative  scrutiny  of  proposed 
refunds,  and  undoubtedly  the  views  of  the 
joint  committee  have  on  occasion  influenced 
the  amount  of  a  refund.  In  recommending 
legislation  of  a  similar  character— namely,  a 
requirement  that  the  Treasury  submit  inter¬ 
pretative  regulations  to  the  joint  committee 
prior  to  issuance — the  Committee  on  Postwar 
Tax  Policy  pointed  out  that,  while  the  Treas¬ 
ury  would  not  be  bound  by  the  committee’s 
suggestions  any  more  than  with  respect  to 
refunds,  “It  is  not  likely  *  *  *  that  the 
Treasury  would  lightly  disregard  the  criti¬ 
cisms  and  suggestions  which  the  submission 
of  the  regulations  would  provoke.”  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Postwar  Tax  Policy,  A  Tax  Program 
for  a  Solvent  America  224  (1945). 

34  H.  J.  Res.  304,  75th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  (1937). 

85  H.  Doc.  No.  252,  75th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 

(1937). 
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misioner  was  to  be  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.34  The  power  to  appoint  lesser  employ¬ 
ees  was  left  in  the  commission,  however, 
apparently  on  the  basis  of  an  understand¬ 
ing — indicated  by  the  Senate  debate  37 — that 
the  President’s  objections  would  be  satisfied 
by  vesting  the  power  to  appoint  the  com¬ 
missioner  in  him  rather  than  in  the  com¬ 
mission. 

The  most  recent  Federal  statutory  provi¬ 
sion  for  control  by  congressional  committees 
relates  to  real-estate  transactions  of  the 
Armed  Forces.  The  act  of  March  26;  1943, 
provided  that  ‘‘the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
Fhall  report  to  the  Senate  and  House  Naval 
Affairs  Committees  all  *  *  *  prospective 
acquisitions”  of  land  under  the  authority  of 
the  act.38  As  Representative  Maas,  in  charge 
of  the  bill,  explained,  ‘‘It  would  take  affirma¬ 
tive  action  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  if  we 
wished'to  disapprove”  any  such  acquisition.30 
The  Navy,  however,  apparently  understood 
the  provision  to  have  a  purpose  beyond  that 
of  simply  providing  information  to  Congress. 
A  letter  from  Secretary  Knox  read  during 
the  House  debate  stated:  "I  understand  fur¬ 
ther  that  the  committee  understands  from 
the  wording  of  the  amendment  that  the  De¬ 
partment  will  come  into  agreement  with  the 
Naval  Affairs  Committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  with  respect  to  acquisitions  before 
final  commitments  are  made.  This  proced¬ 
ure  is  acceptable  to  me.”  40  Apparently  this 
understanding  was  followed  in  practice, 
since  no  acquisitions  were  ever  made  over  the 
objection  of  the  committees.11 


”50  Stat.  493  (1937).  The  congressional 
representation  on  the  commission  was 
changed  to  three  Representatives  appointed 
by  the  Speaker  and  three  Senators  appointed 
by  the  Senate. 

31  See  81  Congressional  Record  6785  (1937) . 

”57  Stat.  52  (1943). 

”89  Congressional  Record  1218  (1943). 

44  Id.,  at  1229. 

41  Further  evidence  that  requiring  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  proposed  executive  action  with 
congressional  committees  may  in  practice 
give  them  a  large  role  in  administration  may 
be  found  in  President  Roosevelt’s  reaction 
to  a  1944  statute  providing  that  certain  con¬ 
tracts  for  development  of  naval  petroleum 
reserves  shall  (not)  be  entered  into  with¬ 
out  prior  consultation  in  regard  to  all  its 
details  with  the  Naval  Affairs  Committees  of 
the  Congress.  (58  Stat.  281  (1944),  as 

amended.  34  U.  S.  C.  sec.  524  (1946).)  In 
signing  the  bill,  the  President  asserted  that 
It  would  vest  Congress  with  what  amounts  to 
executive  powers  over  the  administration 
of  the  naval  petroleum  reserves.  See  New 
York  Times,  June  18,  1944,  p.  30,  col.  1. 
President  Truman  expressed  a  similar  view 
with  respect  to  a  recent  provision,  enacted 
over  his  veto,  that  "The  Secretary  of  State 
and  the  Attorney  General  shall  without  delay 
submit  to  the  Joint  Committee  [on  Immigra¬ 
tion  and  Nationality  Policy]  all  regulations, 
instructions,  .and  all  other  information  as 
requested  by  the  committee  relative  to  the 
administration  of  the  act;  and  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  Attorney  General  shall  con¬ 
sult  with  the  committee  from  time  to  time 
with  respect  to  their  activities  under  this 
act.”  66  Stat.  274  (1952),  2  U.  S.  C.  A.  sec. 
1106  (f)  (Supp.  1952).  In  his  veto  message, 
the  President  stated  that  “This  section  *  *  * 
seems  to  imply  that  the  committee  would 
undertake  to  supervise  or  approve  regula¬ 
tions.  Such  proposals  are  not  consistent  with 
the  constitutional  doctrine  of  the  separation 
of  powers.”  H.  Doc.  No.  520,  82d  Cong., 
2d  sess.  7  (1952).  In  Sibbach  v.  Wilson  &  Co., 
(312  U.  S.  1,  15  (1941)),  however,  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  took  for  granted  the  validity  of 
a  statutory  requirement  that  the  proposed 
Federal  rules  of  civil  procedure  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  Congress  before  their  effective 
date. 


This  interpretation  of  the  1943  statute  was 
formalized  and  made  applicable  to  all  land 
acquisitions  and  disposals  by  the  Navy  in 
1944,  the  statute  providing  that  “the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Navy  shall  come  into  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Naval  Affairs  Committees  of 
the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  with  respect  to  the  terms  of  such  pros¬ 
pective  acquisitions  or  disposals.” 42  This 
has  been  interpreted  in  practice,  as  the  words 
seem  clearly  to  mean,  as  giving  the  commit¬ 
tees  a  veto  power  over  such  transactions.43 

In  1951  the  House  and  Senate  unanimous¬ 
ly  passed  a  bill  which  would  have  required 
the  Secretaries  of  the  Navy,  Army,  and  Air 
Force  and  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  “come  into  agreement”  with 
the  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  with  respect  to  land  purchases, 
leases  involving  annual  rentals  in  excess  of 
$15,000,  and  transfers  to  other  governmental 
agencies  of  real  estate  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  those  officials.44  In  vetoing  the  bill  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  emphasized  the  practical  ad¬ 
ministrative  difficulties  rather  than  the  Con¬ 
stitutional  objections,  but  he  also  stated 
that  “I  am  concerned  by  what  appears  to  me 
to  be  a  gradual  trend  on  the  part  of  the 
legislative  branch  to  participate  to  an  even 
greater  extent  in  the  actual  execution  and 
administration  of  the  laws.  Under  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  Government  it  is  contemplated  that 
the  Congress  will  enact  the  laws'  and  will 
leave  their  administration  and  execution  to 
the  executive  branch.”43 

The  House  debate  on  whether  to  override 
the  veto  was  the  first  discussion  on  the  floor 
of  Congress  as  to  whether  a  committee  could 
be  given  power  to  disapprove  land  transac¬ 
tions  initiated  by  executive  officers.  Repre¬ 
sentative  Vinson  justified  it  as  an  exercise  by 
Congress  of  its  power  under  article  IV,  sec¬ 
tion  3,  of  the  Constitution  “to  dispose  of  and 
make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations 
respecting  the  Territory  or  other  property 
belonging  to  the  United  States.” 44  Several 
Members  challenged  the  validity  of  the  bill.47 
In  particular.  Representative  Patman  urged 
that  if  the  disapproval  power  to  be  vested 
in  the  committees  was  a  legislative  function, 
it  could  be  performed  only  by  the  two  Houses, 
and  that  if  it  was  an  executive  function  it 
could  not  be  performed  by  a  legislative  com¬ 
mittee.48  The  House  overrode  the  President’s 
veto,49  but  the  Senate  never  acted  on  it.  A 
few  months  later,  however,  the  President  ap¬ 
proved  without  comment  a  bill,  authorizing 
important  military  construction,  to  which 
was  attached  a  provision  for  congressional 
committee  control  of  Armed  Forces  real 
estate  transactions  similar  to  that  which  he 
had  earlier  vetoed  except  that  it  applied  only 
to  transactions  in  excess  of  $25,000.'’" 


42  58  Stat.  190  (1944).  For  an  almost  iden¬ 
tical  worded  provision,  proposed  but  not 
finally  adopted,  see  H.  J.  Res.  307,  79th  Cong., 
2d  sess.  (1946). 

43  In  1951  Representative  Vinson,  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs 
and  of  the  successor  Committee  on  Armed 
Forces,  stated  that  “We  have  rejected  many 
[proposed  transactions].”  97  Congressional 
Record  5437. 

44  H.  R.  3096,  82d  Cong.,  1st  sess.  (1951). 

45  H.  R.  Doc.  No.  133,  82d  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
3  (1951). 

48  97  Congressional  Record  5437  (1951). 
However,  it  is  settled  that  the  power  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  dispose  of  public  property  must  be 
exercised  in  the  same  manner  as  its  other 
legislative  powers.  See  United  States  v.  Cali¬ 
fornia  (332  U.  S.  19,  28  (1947)). 

47  See  97  Congressional  Record  5437-43 
(1951). 

48  Id.  at  5443. 

49  Id.  at  5445. 

60  65  Stat.  365  (1951),  40  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  551 
(Supp.  1952). 


In  1952  Congress  authorized  secret  or  un¬ 
specified  military  construction  in  an  amount 
exceeding  $1,200  million.  The  act  provides 
that  "the  Secretary  of  the  military  depart¬ 
ment  authorized  to  establish  or  develop  such 
public  work,  or  his  designee,  shall  come  into 
agreement  with  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  with  respect  to  the  cost  of 
construction  of  such  public  work.61 

A  1952  statute  contains  the  first  provision 
known  to  me  for  subjecting  proposed  admin¬ 
istrative  action  to  the  prior  approval  of  the 
chairman  of  a  congressional  committee.  The 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1953,  pro¬ 
vides  that  a  circular  issued  by  the  Director 
of  the  Budget  prescribing  the  policy  for  de¬ 
termining  rents  for  Government-owned  liv¬ 
ing  quarters  furnished  to  Federal  employees 
“may  be  amended  or  changed  during  [the 
current  fiscal)  year  by  the  Director  of  the 
Budget  with  the  approval  of  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.”  62 

B.  Constitutionality  of  delegations  to 
congressional  committees 

There  is  a  good  deal  of  authority  for  the 
proposition  that  statutory  provisions  sub¬ 
jecting  proposed  executive  action  to  the 
veto  or  disapproval  of  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  are  invalid.  The  leading  case  is 
Springer  v.  Philippine  Islands ,“  in  which  the 
Supreme  Court,  Justices  Holmes  and  Bran- 
deis  dissenting,  declared  invalid  certain  acts 
of  the  Philippine  legislature  vesting  the  vot¬ 
ing  power  of  stock  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  Philippines  in  a  committee  con¬ 
sisting  of  the  Governor  General,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate,  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  Philippine 
Islands.  In  its  opinion  the  Court  said: 

“Thus  the  Organic  Act  [for  the  Philippine 
Islands],  following  the  rule  established  by 
the  American  constitutions,  both  State  and 
Federal,  divides  the  government  into  three 
separate  departments — the  legislative,  exec¬ 
utive,  and  judicial.  *  *  *  And  this  separa¬ 
tion  and  the  consequent  exclusive  character 
of  the  powers  conferred  upon  each  of  the 
three  departments  is  basic  and  vital — not 
merely  a  matter  of  governmental  mech¬ 
anism.  *  *  * 

‘•Legislative  power,  as  distinguished  from 
executive  power,  is  the  authority  to  make 
laws,  but  not  to  enforce  them  or  appoint 
the  agents  charged  with  the  duty  of  such 
enforcement.  The  latter  are  executive 
functions.  *  *  * 

“Not  having  the  power  of  appointment, 
unless  expressly  granted  or  incidental  to  its 
powers,  the  legislature  cannot  engraft 
executive  duties  upon  a  legislative  office, 
since  that  would  be  to  usurp  the  power  of 
appointment  by  indirection;  though  the  case 
might  be  different  if  the  additional  duties 
were  devolved  upon  an  appointee  of  the 
executive.”  64 

Tire  decision  in  Springer  v.  Philippine 
Islands  has  never  been  qualified  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  or  by  the  lower  Federal 
courts  65  and  has  been  generally  followed  by 
the  State  courts  dealing  with  similar  ques¬ 
tions. 

In  1933  Attorney  General  Mitchell,  in  ad¬ 
vising  President  Hoover  to  veto  a  bill  sub- 


61  Public  Law  No.  534,  82d  Congress,  2d  sess. 
sec.  407  (July  14,  1952) .  For  another,  though 
minor,  example  of  committee  control  over 
executive  action,  see  63  Stat.  725  (1949),  as 
amended,  43  U.  S.  C.  sec.  504  (Supp.  1952) . 

“Public  Law  547,  82d  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  sec. 
1413  (July  15,  1952). 

“277  U.  S.  189  (1928). 

64  Id.,  at  201-202. 

“See,  e.  g.,  St.  Thomas  and  St.  John  v. 
Gordon  (78  F.  Supp.  440  (D.  V.  I.  1948)), 
which  relied  on  the  Springer  case  in  holding 
that  members  of  a  municipal  council  may 
not  serve  as  members  of  a  police  commission. 
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Jecting  proposed  income  tax  refunds  to  ap¬ 
proval  by  a  Joint  congressional  committee, 
relied  upon  the  rationale  of  the  Springer 
case  Just  quoted,  and  added:  “The  proviso 
in  the  *  *  *  bill  violates  this  constitutional 
principle.  It  attempts  to  entrust  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  legislative  branch,  acting  ex 
officio,  executive  functions  in  the  execution 
of  the  law,  and  It  attempts  to  give  to  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  legislative  branch  power  to  ap¬ 
prove  or  disapprove  executive  acts.”  “  Four 
years  later,  in  1937,  Attorney  General  Cum¬ 
mings  relied  largely  upon  the  Springer  case 
and  Attorney  General  Mitchell's  opinion  in 
advising  President  Roosevelt  that  he  con¬ 
sidered  unconstitutional  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  providing  for  Federal  participation  in 
the  New  York  World’s  Fair.51 

Unless  the  functions  of  the  proposed  com¬ 
mission  brought  it  within  the  protecting 
analogy  of  such  an  historic  exception  as  the 
Smithsonian  Institution — the  governing 
body  of  which  includes  the  Chief  Justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court  and  three  Members  of 
each  House  of  Congress — the  proposed  com¬ 
position  of  the  commission  would  seem 
clearly  to  have  been  improper  under  the 
Springer  doctrine.58 

Vesting  in  a  legislative  committee  the 
power  to  disapprove  proposed  tax  refunds  or 
real  estate  transactions  seems  indistinguish¬ 
able  in  principle  from  giving  to  such  a  com¬ 
mittee  an  outright  power  to  make  tax  re¬ 
funds  or  to  acquire  and  dispose  of  land.  In 
either  case  the  committee  is  playing  a  sub¬ 
stantial  role  in  the  case-by-case  administra¬ 
tion  of  a  statute.  Provisions  of  this  sort 
would  thus  likewise  seem  clearly  invalid  un¬ 
der  the  Springer  case  as  attempting  to  grant 
executive  functions  to  legislative  bodies  or 
officers.  Moreover,  the  experience  of  the 
States  has  indicated  that  if  power  to  veto 
proposed  administrative  action  can  be  vested 
in  a  congressional  committee,  then  with 
equal  logic  such  power  may  be  vested  in  a 
Member  of  Congress.  For  example,  real-es¬ 
tate  transactions  proposed  by  executive 
agencies  could  be  subjected  to  the  disap¬ 
proval  of  the  congressional  delegation  of  the 
State  in  which  particular  land  is  located.58 

In  recent  years  many  devices  of  this  sort 
have  been  attempted  by  various  State  legis¬ 
latures.  The  State  courts  have,  however, 
usually  followed  the  doctrine  of  Springer  v. 
Philippine  Islands  and  denied  their  validity. 
In  1929  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  held 
that  the  drawing  up  of  a  schedule  of  posi¬ 
tions  and  salaries  to  be  paid  out  of  a  lump¬ 
sum  appropriation  was  an  executive  function 
which  could  not  be  made  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  chairmen  of  the  finance 
committees  of  the  legislature.6''  The  Court 
of  Appeals  concluded  that — 

“This  is  a  clear  and  conspicuous  instance 
of  an  attempt  by  the  legislature  to  confer 
administrative  power  upon  two  of  its  own 
members.  It  may  not  engraft  executive  du¬ 
ties  upon  a  legislative  office  and  thus  usurp 
the  executive  power  by  indirection.”  ( Spring - 
er  v.  Philippine  Islands  (277  U.  S.  189).) 


“ 37  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  56,  58  (1933),  see  pp. 
576-577,  supra. 

01  39  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  61  (1937),  see  p.  601, 
supra. 

68  In  1951  a  bill  was  Introduced  in  Congress 
to  create  a  commission,  consisting  partly  of 
Members  of  Congress,  to  formulate  uniform 
rules  of  procedure  for  Federal  administrative 
agencies  (subject  to  disapproval  by  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  of  the  Congress).  S.  17,  82d 
Cong.,  1st  sess.  (1951) ;  see  Sen.  Rep.  No.  413, 
82d  Cong.,  1st  ses.  (1951).  It  presents  the 
question  whether  the  function  of  preparing 
such  rules,  otherwise  than  in  the  form  of 
legislation,  is  one  which  may  be  performed 
by  Members  of  Congress  acting  ex  officio. 

56  See  p.  608  infra. 

06  People  v.  Tremaine,  252  N.  Y.  27,  168 
N.  E.  817  (1929).  For  a  similar  provision,  see 
2  Mich.  Stat.  Ann.  sec.  3.316  (I) -(5)  (1952). 


“Should  the  question  arise  whether  the 
appointments  under  consideration  are  legis¬ 
lative  or  administrative,  a  dilemma  presents 
itself,  either  side  of  which  is  fatal  to  the  con¬ 
tention  of  the  respondent.  If  they  are  legis¬ 
lative  in  character  the  appointment  amounts 
to  a  delegation  of  the  legislative  power  over 
appropriations.  The  Legislature  cannot  se¬ 
cure  relief  from  its  duties  or  resonsibilities 
by  a  general  delegation  of  legislative  power 
to  someone  else.  *  *  *  If  the  power  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  segregation  of  lump  sum  appropri¬ 
ations  may  be  delegated  to  anyone,  even  to 
1  or  2  members  of  the  Legislature,  it  neces¬ 
sarily  follows  that  the  power  to  segregate 
such  appropriations  may  also  be  conferred 
upon  such  delegates.  The  conclusion  would 
then  be  inevitable  that  the  Legislature  could 
make  lump  sum  appropriations  and  delegate 
the  power  to  two  of  its  members  to  segregate 
th$  same,  not  only  within  a  department  but 
among  departments.  *  *  *  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  power  is  administrative,  it  has  no 
real  relation  to  legislative  power..  The  head 
of  the  department  does  not  legislate  when  he 
segregates  a  lump  sum  appropriation.  The 
legislation  is  complete  when  the  appropria¬ 
tion  is  made.”  61 

In  the  same  case,  the  court  of  appeals 
held  that  a  statute  appropriating  funds  for 
the  erection  of  public  buildings  could  not 
vest  the  power  to  spend  such  funds  in  a  com¬ 
mission  of  4  whose  7  members  were  legis¬ 
lative  officers  acting  ex  officio.68 

Similarly,  the  highest  court  of  Massachus- 
setts  has  held  that  an  appropriation  act 
may  not  empower  the  chairman  of  legis¬ 
lative  committees  to  make  specific  alloca¬ 
tions  for  emergency  purposes  while  the  legis¬ 
lature  is  not  in  session.68  The  principle  of 
separation  of  powers  has  been  held  to  pre¬ 
clude  the  legislature  from  vesting  in  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  legislators  the  power  to  prosecute 
or  defend  litigation  involving  the  rights  of 
the  State.64  Also,  the  expenditure  of  con¬ 
struction  funds  cannot  be  placed  under  the 
control  of  the  legislative  delegation  of  the 
county  in  which  the  work  is  to  be  done.68 


61  252  N.  Y.  at  43-44,  168  N.  E.  at  822.  The 
Court  of  Appeals  based  its  decision  partly 
upon  article  III,  sec.  7  of  the  New  York  Con¬ 
stitution  then  in  force  that  “No  member  of 
the  legislature  shall  receive  any  civil  ap¬ 
pointment  within  this  State.”  The  Court  of 
appeals  held  that  the  designation  of  two 
members  of  the  legislature  to  approve  the 
segregation  of  lump  sum  appropriations 
amounted  to  such  prohibited  civil  appoint¬ 
ments.  This  line  of  reasoning  suggests  that 
such  provisions  in  Federal  statutes  might  in¬ 
fringe  upon  the  provision  of  article  I,  sec.  6 
of  the  Constitution  that  “no  person  holding 
any  office  under  the  United  States,  shall  be  a 
Member  of  either  House  during  his  continu¬ 
ance  in  office.” 

63  For  a  similar  provision,  see  2  Mich.  Stat. 
Ann.,  sec.  3.560  (31)-(36)  (Supp.  1952).  A 
1944  New  York  Statute  empowers  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  to  make  expenditures  out  of  an  emer¬ 
gency  fund  upon  the  certificate  of  any  4 
of  the  5  officers  of  the  legislature  (e.  g.,  the 
speaker  of  the  assembly)  that  they  intend 
to  recommend  at  the  next  session  of  the 
legislature  that  the  fund  be  reimbursed  for 
such  expenditure.  N.  Y.  State  Finance  Law, 
sec.  94.  Query  whether  this  formula  avoids 
the  rule  of  Peovle  v.  Tremaine  (252  N.  Y. 
27,  168  N.  E.  817  (1929). 

65  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  302  Mass.  605,  19 
N.  E.  2d  807  (1939).  Contra:  Opinion  of  the 
Justices,  244  Ala.  386,  13  So.  2d  674  (1943). 

64  Stockman  v.  Leddy  (55  Colo.  24,  129  Pac. 
220(1912)). 

65  Bramlette  v.  Stringer  (186  S.  C.  134, 
195  S.  E.  257  (1938)),  overruling  Ruff  v. 
Bouleware  (131  S.  E.  29  (S.  C.  1925)).  But 
cf.  Craig  v.  O' Rear  (199  Ky.  553,  251  S.  W. 
828  (1923)).  See  also  Ashmore  v.  Greater 
Greenville  Sewer  Dist.  (211  S.  C.  77,  44  S.  E. 
2d  88  (1947) ),  holding  that  a  statute  cannot 
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The  arguments  against  the  validity  of 
statutory  provisions  vesting  in  legislative 
committees  the  power  to  approve  or  dis¬ 
approve  proposed  actions  of  executive  offi¬ 
cers  thus  seem  to  be  overwhelming.  Not 
only  Springer  v.  Philippine  Islands,  but  most 
of  the  State  decisions  are  opposed.  Like¬ 
wise,  Presidents  Wilson,  Hoover,  Roosevelt, 
and  Truman  have  opposed,  sometimes  suc¬ 
cessfully,  such  statutes  and  proposals  as  en¬ 
croachments  upon  the  executive  branch. 
Moreover,  such  provisions  seem  inconsistent 
with  recent  developments  in  the  operation 
of  the  Federal  Government.  Solely  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  expansion  in  the  volume  of  its 
business.  Congress  has  found  it  necessary  to 
empower  executive  officers  and  courts  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  large  classes  of  matters  which  Con¬ 
gress  itself  formerly  handled.  A  recent  ex¬ 
ample  is  the  Federal  Tort  Claims  Act.  The 
same  pressures  of  business  that  prompt  such 
delegations,  however,  would  seem  to  mean 
that  an  attempt  at  the  same  time  to  retain 
congressional  control  by  vesting  busy  com¬ 
mittees  with  review  powers  must  in  practice 
result  in  such  powers  being  exercised  largely 
by  either  subcommittees  or  committee  staffs. 
Moreover,  it  should  be  considered  whether 
such  provisions  do  not  unduly  diffuse  the 
responsibility  for  the  exercise  of  statutory 
powers  between  the  administrators  and  the 
legislative  committees. 

IH.  STANDING  TO  CHALLENGE  AND  SEPARABILITY 

Assuming  that  Congress  may  have  occa¬ 
sion  to  delegate  to  the  President  powers  so 
vast  that  unusual  safeguards  must  be  pro¬ 
vided,  then  it  is  important  that  the  devices 
employed,  be  valid  and  effective.  If  the 
devices  of  control  or  termination  by  con¬ 
gressional  resolution  or  committee  approval 
or  disapproval  are  considered  legally  risky, 
it  may  be  that  other  safeguards — such  as 
statutes  and  appropriations  of  limited  dura¬ 
tion — should  be  employed.  A  second  con¬ 
sideration  is  the  probable  effect  upon  the 
rest  of  the  statute  of  a  holding  that  such  a 
provision  is  unconstitutional.  Legislative 
draftsmen  will  of  course  consider  these  ques¬ 
tions  in  the  light  of  (a)  whether  anyone 
would  have  standing  to  challenge  the  validi¬ 
ty  of  such  a  provision,  and  (b)  the  separa¬ 
bility  of  the  provision  from  the  remainder 
of  the  statute.  A  few  examples  will  illus¬ 
trate  the  practical  importance  of  these  fac¬ 
tors. 

Suppose  Congress  falls  to  pass  a  concurrent 
resolution  approving  the  Attorney  General’s 
suspension  of  the  deportation  of  an  alien, 
and  thereupon  the  Attorney  General  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  deport  him.  If  the  alien  resists  de¬ 
portation  upon  the  ground  that  Congress 
could  not  constitutionally  subject  the  At¬ 
torney  General’s  proposed  action  to  such 
approval,  he  will  be  met  with  the  doctrine 
that  one  claiming  under  a  statute  may  not 
challenge  its  validity:  66  also,  he  may  be  told 
that  the  provision  for  approval  by  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  is  inseparable  from  the  grant 
of  initiating  power  to  the  Attorney  General, 
in  that  that  the  latter  would  not  have  been 
enacted  without  the  former. 

Similarly,  if  a  reorganization  plan  be¬ 
comes  effective  by  reason  of  the  lack  of 
congressional  disapproval — under  the  1939, 
1945,  or  1949  Reorganization  Act — the  courts 
may  well  say  that  the  provisions  for  disap- 


empower  the  local  members  of  the  legis¬ 
lature  to  manage  a  public  auditorium  in 
their  districts.  Apparently  the  Virginia 
courts  did  not  have  occasion  to  consider  a 
1944  statute,  repealed  in  1952,  providing  that 
rules  of  general  applicability  issued  by 
named  administrative  agencies  shall  become 
effective  only  after  approval  by  a  committee 
composed  of  various  members  of  the  legis¬ 
lature.  Va.  Code  sec.  54-2  (1950),  repealed, 
Va.  Acts  1952,  c.  703. 

“  Cf.  Fahey  v.  Mallonee  (332  U.  S.  245,  255 
(1947)). 
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proval  are  of  no  concern  -to  a  private  liti¬ 
gant  since  Congress  could  have  empowered 
the  President,  as  it  did  in  1932,  to  reorgan¬ 
ize  executive  agencies  by  himself.01  But 
suppose  the  President  should  attempt  to  put 
into  effect  a  plan  of  reorganization  which 
had  been  disapproved  by  an  appropriate 
resolution,  and  that  a  person  aggrieved  by 
the  exercise  of  the  transferred  powers  chal¬ 
lenges  the  authority  of  the  official  con¬ 
cerned  to  exercise  those  powers.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  replies  that  the  provision  for  con¬ 
gressional  disapproval  is  invalid.  It  is  gen¬ 
erally  said  that  the  invalidity  of  part  of  a 
statute  will  not  affect  the  remainder  (1)  if 
the  valid  provisions  are  capable  of  being 
given  legel  effect  standing  alone,  and  (2)  if 
the  legislature  would  have  intended  them 
to  stand  alone  without  the  invalid  pro¬ 
visions.68  None  of  the  Reorganization  Acts 
contains  a  separability  clause,6"  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  for  disapproval  by  congressional  reso¬ 
lution  seem  such  integral  parts  of  the  acts, 
both  literally  and  in  terms  of  their  legis¬ 
lative  history,  that  invalidity  of  such  pro¬ 
visions  would  probably  be  held  to  destroy 
the  entire  reorganization  scheme. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  courts  would  prob¬ 
ably  regard  a  provision  for  the  termination 
or  repeal  of  a  statute  by  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  as  separable  from  the  remainder  of  the 
statute.  It  would  be  quite  unrealistic  to 
assume  that  without  such  a  provision  Con¬ 
gress  would  have  refused  to  enact  the  statute 
at  all.  This  would  be  particularly  true  in 
the  case  of  a  statute  with  a  limited  duration, 
such  as  the  Defense  Production  Act,  or  one 
which  is  dependent  upon  future  appropria¬ 
tions.  As  for  standing  to  challenge,  it  is 
clear  that  if,  for  example,  the  President  con¬ 
tinued  price  controls  after  •  Congress  had 
passed  a  concurrent  resolution  purporting  to 
terminate  the  Defense  Production  Act,  there 
would  be  many  persons  with  standing  to  as¬ 
sert  that  such  a  resolution  either  had  or  had 
not  terminated  price  controls.10 

Similarly,  most  of  the  statutory  pro¬ 
visions  for  disapproval  by  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  of  proposed  administrative  action 
would  probably  be  held  to  be  separable — that 
is,  if  the  disapproval  provision  were  invalid 
the  Executive  would  be  free  to  exercise  the 
powers  granted  as  though  no  such  restric¬ 
tion  existed.* 11  A  contrary  legislative  pur¬ 
pose  might,  of  course,  be  inferred  from  the 
surrounding  circumstances.  Thus  in  the 
case  of  the  1951  statute  making  proposed  real 
estate  transactions  of  the  Armed  Forces  sub¬ 
ject  to  disapproval  by  the  Armed  Services 
Committees  of  Congress,12  such  an  inference 
might  be  based  on  the  fact  that  the  same 
statute  had  repealed  an  earlier  provision  gen¬ 
erally  forbidding  real  estate  transfers  by  the 
Armed  Forces  except  as  authorized  by  subse¬ 
quent  legislation. 


01  Cf.  United  States  v.  Rock  Royal  Co-Oper¬ 
ative,  Inc.  (307  U.  S.  533,  577-578  (1939)  ). 

00  See  generally.  Stern,  Separability  and 
Separability  Clauses  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
51  Harv.  L.  Rev.  76  (1937);  Electric  Bond  <£• 
Share  Co.  v.  SEC  (303  U.  S.  419,  433-39 
(1938)). 

*  The  inclusion  in  a  statute  of  the  usual 
modern  separability  clause  is  said  to  create 
a  presumption  of  separability.  See  Stern, 
supra  note  167,  at  119. 

10  Cf.  Matter  of  Moran  v.  La  Guardia  (270 
N.  Y.  450,  1  N.  E.  2d  961  (1936)). 

11  In  People  v.  Tremaine  (252  N.  Y.  27,  168 
N.  E.  817  (1929) ) ,  the  New  York  Court  of  Ap¬ 
peals,  after  invalidating  statutory  provisions 
for  legislative  officers  to  participate  in  the  al¬ 
location  of  lump-sum  appropriations,  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  legislature  would  not  have 
intended  the  appropriations  to  fail,  and  held 
that  the  appropriations  remained  in  effect 
subject  to  allocation  by  the  department 
heads. 

”65  Stat.  365  (1951),  40  U.  S.  C.,  sec. 
651  (Supp.  1952);  see  pp.  603-604,  supra. 


IV.  CONCLUSION 

The  views  set  forth  above  as  to  the  va¬ 
lidity  of  statutory  provisions  for  control  of 
administration  by  congressional  resolutions 
and  committees  are  not  based  upon  any 
rigid  classification  of  governmental  func¬ 
tions  as  executive  or  legislative.  My  pur¬ 
pose  has  been  rather  to  emphasize  that  these 
devices  can  be  employed  to  alter  completely 
the  traditional  distribution  of  power  be¬ 
tween  Congress  and  the  executive  branch. 
The  constitutional  separation  of  powers  re¬ 
flects  a  purpose  to  prevent  undue  concen¬ 
tration  of  governmental  power  in  either  Con¬ 
gress  or  the  President.  It  is  at  least  argu¬ 
able  that  to  the  extent  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  statutes  is  vested  in  congressional 
committees,  such  an  undue  concentration  of 
disapproval  by  congressional  resolutions  or 
committees,  such  an  undue  concentration  of 
power  in  Congress  is  created.  It  may  be 
suggested  that  Congress  will  be  unwilling  to 
delegate  necessary  powers  to  executive  offi¬ 
cers  without  subjecting  the  exercise  of  such 
powers  to  approval  or  disapproval  by  resolu¬ 
tion  or  committee.  Of  all  the  statutes  dis¬ 
cussed  above,  however,  the  Reorganization 
Acts  involved  the  only  delegations  of  power 
which  Congress  was  clearly  unwilling  to 
make  without  retaining  a  veto  power  in  it¬ 
self.  And  in  any  event,  this  consideration 
would  seem  to  be  without  constitutional 
significance. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
compliment  the  members  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works  upon  the 
care  and  attention  they  have  given  to 
the  bill  now  under  consideration  by  the 
Senate,  which  authorizes  the  nationwide 
application  of  a  lease-purchase  proce¬ 
dure  which  was  for  the  first  time  used  in 
carrying  into  effect  the  terms  of  an  act 
of  Congress  that  was  sponsored  by  me. 
That  act  was  based  upon  a  bill  I  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  82d  Congress  on  January 
29,  1951.  In  reporting  the  bill  from  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments  on  May  10,  1951, 
the  senior  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan]  stated: 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  authorize  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  negoti¬ 
ate  and  enter  into  a  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment  providing  for  the  lease  to  the  United 
States  for  a  term  of  5  years,  the  Young  Men’s 
Christian  Association  Building  and  premises 
in  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  as  particularly  described 
in  the  bill.  Under  the  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment  title  to  the  property  would  vest  abso¬ 
lutely  in  the  United  States  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  5-year  term. 

As  further  justification,  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  states: 

The  lease-purchase  arrangements  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  the  bill  would  afford  a  flexible 
and  convenient  method  of  acquisition  of  the 
property,  which  could  not  be  put  into  effect 
without  the  exception  (provided  for  in  sec. 

1  of  the  bill)  from  the  inhibition  contained 
in  section  322  of  the  so-called  Economy  Act 
of  June  30,  1932  (47  Stat.  412,  40  U.  S.  C. 
278z),  as  amended,  upon  payment  of  rental 
for  buildings  occupied  for  Government  pur¬ 
poses  in  excess  of  the  per  annum  rate  of 
15  percent  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
rented  premises  at  the  date  of  the  lease,  nor 
permit  the  expenditure  of  appropriated  funds 
for  procurement  of  real  property,  unless 
specifically  authorized  by  Congress. 

The  Committte  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments  then  gave  con¬ 
sideration  to  a  wider  application  of  the 
principle  embodied  in  my  bill,  and  on 
September  18,  1951,  took  favorable  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  bill,  S.  2137,  and  stated  in  its 
report: 
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The  purpose  and  intent  of  this  bill  is  to 
authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  8  years 
nor  more  than  25  years,  for  acquisition  of 
real  property  for  permanent  space  require¬ 
ments  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
of  the  Government. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  be  authorized  to  apply  funds 
appropriated  for  rent  payments  toward  the 
liquidation  of  such  lease-purchase  contracts 
under  the  existing  15  percent  per  annurA  rent 
limitation  based  on  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  property  at  the  time  the  agreement  was 
entered  into.  The  title  would  vest  in  the 
Government  after  the  expiration  of  the 
designated  lease  period,  with  the  rental  paid, 
including  interest,  taxes,  etc.,  constituting 
the  total  purchase  price. 

The  measure  would  enable  the  Government 
to  procure  space  through  private  construc¬ 
tion  at  low  interest  rates,  within  appropria¬ 
tions  to  Federal  agencies  for  payment  of 
rent.  General  use  of  the  lease-purchase 
agreement  would,  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
committee,  be  something  new  in  Government 
operations.  However,  it  is  appropriate  to 
note  that  authorization  for  application  of 
the  lease-purchase  principle  in  a  particular 
instance  has  been  granted  by  the  Congress 
in  a  very  recent  enactment;  namely,  Public 
Law  74  of  the  82d  Congress,  approved  July 
11,  1951,  and  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize 
the  lease  and  purchase  by  the  United  States 
of  the  Young  Men’s  Christian  Association 
Building  and  premises  in  Phoenix,  Ariz. 

In  the  present  Congress  an  identical 
bill,  S.  690,  was  favorably  reported  on 
June  2,  1953,  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  ,  for  which 
the  pending  measure,  H.  R.  6342,  has 
been  substituted  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  The  report  submitted  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  again 
made  reference  to  the  lease-purchase  ar¬ 
rangement  in  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  as  a  prec¬ 
edent  for  such  legislation.  Therefore, 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  Public  Law  74  of  the  82d  Congress 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  as 
a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  Public  Law 
74  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services,  without  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  section  322  of  the  act  of  June 
30,  1932  (47  Stat.  412),  as  amended,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  a  lease- 
purchase  agreement  providing  for  the  lease 
to  the  United  States  for  a  term  of  5  years 
of  the  Young  Men’s  Christian  Association 
Building  and  premises  in  Phoenix,  Ariz., 
being  that  certain  real  property  located  at 
the  northeast  corner  of  Second  Avenue  and 
Monroe  Street,  having  an  area  of  approxi¬ 
mately  thirty-one  thousand  square  feet,  and 
more  particularly  described  as  the  south  two 
hundred  and  twenty  feet  of  the  west  one 
hundred  and  forty  feet  of  block  93  of  the 
city  of  Phoenix,  Maricopa  County,  Ariz.,  as 
shown  in  book  2  of  maps,  page  51,  together 
with  all  structures  thereon  and  appurten¬ 
ances  thereto,  and  providing  further  for  the 
vesting  of  the  United  States  absolutely  of 
title  to  the  leased  property  upon  expiration 
of  the  5-year  term. 

Sec.  2.  The  agreement  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  1  shall  provide  for  the  payment  of 
rental  and  other  consideration  in  such 
amounts  and  at  such  times  and  shall  con¬ 
tain  such  other  terms  and  conditions  as 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  in  his 
discretion  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  inter¬ 
est  of  the  United  States.  The  rentals  and 
the  purchase  price  to  be  paid  by  the  United 
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States  pursuant  to  this  act  shall  not  exceed 
$290,000  In  the  aggregate. 

Sec.  3.  Payments  that  shall  become  due 
from  the  United  States  in  pursuance  of  any 
agreement  entered  into  under  the  authority 
of  this  act  shall  be  paid  from  appropriations 
available  to  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  for  the  payment  of  rents,  and  such  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  as  may  be  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  such  payments  are  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated. 

Approved  July  11,  1951. 


papers,  and  documents,  to  administer  such 
oaths,  to  take  such  testimony,  and  to  make 
such  expenditures,  as  it  deems  advisable. 
The  provisions  of  sections  102  to  104,  in¬ 
clusive,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  shall  apply 
in  case  of  any  failure  of  any  witness  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  subpena,  or  to  testify  when 
summoned  under  the  authority  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

(d)  The  committee  is  authorized  to  util¬ 
ize  the  services,  information,  facilities,  and 
personnel  of  the  departments  and  agencies 
of  the  Government. 


INVESTIGATION  OP  THE  FEDERAL 
HOUSING  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
make  a  short  statement  with  respect  to 
the  investigation  of  the  alleged  irregu¬ 
larities  in  the  Federal  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration. 

Let  me  say  that  for  nearly  a  year  such 
an  investigation  has  been  under  way  by 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of 
Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures.  This 
investigation  will  in  no  way  conflict  with 
or  interfere  with  any  action  taken  by 
the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee. 
The  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of 
Nonessential  Federal  Expenditure  is  not 
asking  for  jurisdiction  of  the  investiga¬ 
tion;  but  it  desires  and  intends  to  com¬ 
plete  its  investigation  and  to  report  to 
Congress  the  results  of  the  investiga¬ 
tion  the  committee  has  been  making, 
as  I  have  said,  since  last  spring. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  should 
like  to  read  the  statutory  authority  of 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of 
Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures,  as 
enacted  by  Congress  in  1941: 

Section  601,  title  VI,  the  Revenue  Act 
of  1941  (55  Stat.  726),  is  as  follows: 

Title  VI — Nonessential  Federal 
Expenditures 

Sec.  601.  Nonessential  Federal  expenditures. 

(a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  commit¬ 
tee  to  investigate  Federal  expenditures 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "committee”), 
to  be  composed  of  (1)  3  Members  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance  and  3  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  to  be  appointed  by  the  President 
of  the  Senate;  (2)  3  members  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  3  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives;  and  (3) 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Di- 
rctor  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  A  va¬ 
cancy  in  the  committee  shall  not  affect  the 
power  of  the  remaining  members  to  execute 
the  functions  of  the  committee,  and  shall 
be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
selection.  A  majority  of  the  committee  shall 
constitute  a  quorum,  and  the  powers  con¬ 
ferred  upon  them  by  this  section  may  be 
exercised  by  a  majority  Vote. 

(b)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  committee 
to  make  a  full  and  complete  study  and  in¬ 
vestigation  of  all  expenditures  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  with  a  view  to  recommend¬ 
ing  the  elimination  or  reduction  of  all  such 
expenditures  deemed  by  the  committee  to  be 
nonessential.  The  committee  shall  report 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  the 
results  of  its  study,  together  with  its  rec¬ 
ommendations,  at  the  earliest  practicable 
date. 

(c)  The  committee  or  any  duly  authorized 
subcommittee  thereof,  is  authorized  to  hold 
such  hearings,  to  sit  and  act  at  such  times 
and  places,  to  employ  such  experts  and  cler¬ 
ical  and  other  assistants,  to  require  by  sub¬ 
pena  or  otherwise  the  attendance  of  such 
witnesses  and  the  production  of  such  books. 


Mr.  President,  the  Senate  members  of 
the  joint  committee  are:  The  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Butler], 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Fergu¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George],  and  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  McCarran],  and  myself  as  chair¬ 
man. 

The  Members  from  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  are  Daniel  A.  Reed.  John 
Taber,  Richard  B.  Wigglesworth,  Rob¬ 
ert  W.  Kean,  Clarence  Cannon,  and 
Jere  Cooper. 

The  other  members  are  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  George  M.  Humphrey; 
and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  Rowland  R.  Hughes. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  case  the  joint 
committee  proposes,  as  I  have  said,  to 
continue  the  investigation  we  have  had 
under  way  for  nearly  a  year,  and  to  re¬ 
port  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  we  are  required  to  do  by  law, 
on  the  question  of  the  activities  of  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration. 

Mr.  President,  not  only  is  there  ex¬ 
travagance  in  connection  with  this 
agency,  but  already  it  is  very  evident 
that  there  have  been  gross  mismanage¬ 
ment  and  most  serious  fiscal  irresponsi¬ 
bility,  if  not  actual  fraud  and  graft.  The 
latter  I  do  not  change  at  this  time,  pend¬ 
ing  completion  of  the  investigation. 
But  it  has  been  shown  that  in 
quite  a  number  of  instances,  loans  have 
been  guaranteed  far  in  excess  of  the 
cost  of  the  project  for  which  the  loans 
were  made.  If  that  is  not  potential  non- 
essential  spending,  I  do  not  know  what  it 
is.  In  fact,  it  goes  beyond  that,  because 
if  it  develops  that  such  action  was  de¬ 
liberate  on  the  part  of  any  official  of 
the  Government,  it  may  involve  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  criminal  prosecution. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  report 
of  the  joint  committee — contrary  to  the 
expression  made  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee — will  conflict  in  no  way  with 
the  investigation  the  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  proposes  to  make.  In 
this  vast  and  intricate  field  of  Federal 
housing  loan  programs  there  is  ample 
room  for  all  the  Members  of  Congress 
to  devote  their  closest  study. 

The  information  obtained  by  the  joint 
committee,  of  which  I  have  the  honor  to 
be  chairman,  will  be  given  to  the  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency  Committee.  No  effort 
whatever  will  be  made  to  supplant  that 
committee.  We  are  simply  performing 
a  duty  resting  upon  us  by  virtue  of  a 
mandate  of  the  Congress  under  the  law 
directing  us  to  make  these  investiga¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  nearly  13  years 
I  have  had  the  honor  to  be  chairman 


April  Vi¬ 
ol  the  committee — during  both  Repub¬ 
lican  administrations  and  Democratic 
administrations — this  is  the  first  time 
I  have  had  difficulty  in  obtaining  the 
facts  from  the  executive  agencies  in  the 
normal  way.  In  our  committee  it  is 
our  practice  to  seek  facts  by  personal 
consultation  and  through  reports.  I 
have  been  unable  to  obtain  the  ade¬ 
quate  information  from  FHA,  although 
since  last  July  I  have  endeavored  to  ob¬ 
tain  it.  For  that  reason  it  is  now  nec¬ 
essary  to  hold  hearings  and  place  some 
of  these  officials  under  oath  in  order  to 
obtain  information  necessary  to  enable 
the  committee  to  make  its  report. 

If  I  may  be  pardoned  for  saying  so, 
Mr.  President,  in  the  past  13  years  this 
committee  has  made  scores  of  reports  to 
Congress,  and  not  one  factual  state¬ 
ment  contained  in  them  has  ever  been 
challenged  as  to  accuracy.  I  join  with 
the  other  members  of  the  committee  in 
expressing  some  gratification  over  this 
record. 

It  is  our  policy  never  to  make  a  report 
without  documenting  and  by  substan¬ 
tiating  it  in  every  possible  way.  There¬ 
fore,  we  shall  conduct  open  hearings  and 
shall  put  witnesses  under  oath,  so  as  to 
obtain  the  facts  which  have  been  denied 
to  us  up  to  this  time. 

The  present  investigation  began,  as  I 
have  said,  last  spring.  It  is  a  most  com¬ 
plex  one,  involving  billions  of  dollars. 
The  total  guaranty  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  housing  field  is  more 
than  $16  billion;  and  under  section  608 
it  is  approximately  $4  billion. 

Furthermore,  Mi*.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  that  the  committee  has  received 
from  Congress,  as  an  appropriation,  only 
$20,000  a  year;  that  it  the  most  we  have 
ever  received.  We  are  not  asking  a  sin¬ 
gle  dollar  additional  by  reason  of  the 
making  of  this  investigation,  which  we 
shall  continue,  and  we  shall  submit  our 
report  to  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  in  February,  I  conferred 
with  Mr.  Clyde  L.  Powell,  the  Assistant 
Commissioner  for  Rental  Housing  of  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration,  and 
had  long  interviews  with  him  in  an  effort 
to  secure  the  information  I  desired.  Mr. 
Powell  has  just  resigned.  Mr.  Powell 
told  me  in  those  interviews  that  the  ap¬ 
praisements  upon  which  the  loans  were 
made  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  cost; 
that  is  to  say,  he  made  no  effort — and 
neither  did  the  Federal  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration — to  ascertain  the  cost  of  the 
projects  upon  which  appraisals  were 
made,  and  upon  which  loans  greatly  in 
excess  of  the  actual  cost  of  the  project 
were  later  guaranteed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

In  addition,  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Albert  Cole, 
on  March  24,  a  letter  to  which  I  shall 
refer  later.  I  received  an  acknowledg¬ 
ment  from  Mr.  Cole  on  April  1  stating 
that  the  information  would  be  sent  to 
me  promptly,  but  so  far  it  has  not  been 
received.  Previously,  as  far  back  as  last 
July,  I  had  taken  up  certain  other  mat¬ 
ters  with  Mr.  Cole  and  the  information 
furnished  was  unsatisfactory. 

So  hearings  are  scheduled  for  next 
Tuesday.  They  will  be  conducted  by  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal  Ex- 
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propriations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways,  and.  for  other  purposes,  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  make  the  following  correction:  In  section 
13  of  the  bill  strike  out  “The  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“The  Secretary  of  Commerce.’’ 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of'the  concurrent  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  225)  was 
considered,  and  agreed,  to. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  I  wish  publicly  to  express  my  great 
appreciation  to  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  for  the  time  and 
work  they  devoted  to  perfecting  the  road 
bill,  so  that  it  could  be  brought  before 
the  Senate  and  promptly  passed. 

It  contains  the  largest  authorization 
for  roads  in  the  history  of  the  United 
States.  Some  people  have  thought  it  pe¬ 
culiar  that  I  should  favor  a  large  ap¬ 
propriation  of  this  kind,  because  I  have 
always  advocated  economy  in  Govern¬ 
ment  and  balanced  budgets.  The  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States,  however,  have 
been  spending  almost  $3  *4  billion  a  year 
for  roads,  and  the  Federal  Government 
has  not  been  contributing  even  the 
amount  it  has  been  collecting  from  gaso¬ 
line  taxes  or  from  taxes  on  the  sale  of 
automobiles  and  from  similar  sources. 

I  again  wish  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  the  members  of  the  committee. 
They  attended  the  sessions  without  any 
hesitancy  at  all,  and  sat  for  many  long 
hours.  I  believe  we  have  brought  forth 
a  bill  which  should  be  of  great  benefit 
to  the  people  of  the  United  States. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE— EN¬ 
ROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
clerks,  announced  that  the  Speaker  had 
affixed  his  signature  to  the  enrolled  joint 
resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  146)  to  authorize 
the  designation  of  October  16,  1954,  as 
National  Olympic  Day,  and  it  was  signed 
by  the  Acting  President  pro  tempore. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 

CONTRACTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts ;  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tire 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  What  is  the  pend¬ 
ing  business  before  the  Senate? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  commit-, 
tee  amendment  to  H.  R.  6342. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  About  how  long 
does  the  Senator  expect  to  speak? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  my  state¬ 
ment  will  not  take  more  than  10  or  15 
minutes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  trying  to  de¬ 
termine  a  little  matter  of  time,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  because  I  should  like 
to  announce  that  when  we  get  back  to 
the  subject  of  the  pending  bill  I  have  an 
amendment  at  the  desk  which  I  wish  to 
call  up. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  that  the  bill  is  now  under  considera¬ 
tion. 


OPERATIONS  OF  THE  HOUSING  AC¬ 
TIVITIES  OF  THE  FEDERAL  HOUS¬ 
ING  ADMINISTRATION  AND  THE 

VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
this  afternoon  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  discussed  certain 
phases  of  the  operations  of  the  Federal 
Housing  Authority.  I  wish  to  make  a 
brief  comment  only  as  to  that  section  of 
the  bill  relating  to  loans  which  are  made, 
being  section  608. 

There  are  indictments  pending  on  the 
case  to  which  I  refer  and,  therefore,  it 
would  not  be  advisable  to  name  the  case. 
I  do  wish  to  point  out  certain  factors 
which  I  think  should  be  rather  enlight¬ 
ening,  because  the  particular  individual 
involved  obtained  approximately  $7  mil¬ 
lion  under  title  608  of  the  Housing  Act. 
I  wish  to  outline  certain  correspondence 
which  passed  at  that  time. 

A  Member  of  the  Senate  invited  the 
attention  of  the  Housing  Authority  in 
1950  to  the  fact  that  perhaps  there  had 
been  excessive  profits  made.  This  let¬ 
ter  was  not  addressed  to  me.  I  shall 
read  one  paragraph  from  it  in  acknowl¬ 
edgement  of  the  report  that  these  ex¬ 
cessive  profits  were  called  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  then  Housing  Administrator 
but  which  paragraph  indicates  a  com¬ 
plete  lack  of  interest  on  the  part  of  the 
Administration. 

The  letter  is  dated  August  10,  1950, 
and  I  read  this  paragraph  from  it: 

Please  be  advised  that  it  is  not  the  cus¬ 
tomary  practice  of  this  administration  to 
search  the  court  records  to  determine  the 
original  cost  of  lots  purchased,  as  our  com¬ 
mitments  for  insurance  were  based  on  the 
value  arrived  at  by  an  appraiser  on  the 
staff  of  the  insuring  office. 

That  letter  was  signed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  Franklin  D.  Richards  and  it  clearly 
indicated  that  the  Department  was  not 
interested  at  that  time  in  examining  any 
of  the  so-called  excessive  profits.  This 
letter  was  in  answer  to  the  allegation 
that  the  particular  contractor  had 
bought  two  lots  for  $15,000.  Three  or  4 
days  later  he  deeded  those  two  lots  to 
two  different  corporations  which  were 


obtaining  an  FHA  guaranteed  loan. 
They  were  appraised  at  $50,000  each  yet 
Mr.  Richards  was  not  interested. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  also  to  invite 
attention  which  shows  conspiracy  be¬ 
hind  it  and  how  this  same  group  were 
going  to  cash  in  on  these  irregular  if 
not  illegal  earnings,  by  reporting  them 
for  income-tax  purposes  as  capital 
gains. 

I  quote  from  a  letter  signed  by  the 
Collector  of  Internal  Revenue  in  the  area 
involved  hr  which  he  ruled  upon  this 
case: 

This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  re¬ 
quest  of  October  12  to  be  advised  with  re¬ 
spect  to  your  proposed  purchase  of  a  vacant 
lot  and  several  days  later  creating  a  cor¬ 
poration  and  deeding  the  lot  to  the  cor¬ 
poration  at  a  stated  value  of  $50,000.  You 
request  to  be  advised  if  you  will  be  tax¬ 
able  on  the  apparent  short-term  gain  of 
$40,000.  You  are  advised  that  this  trans¬ 
action  will  not  be  subject  to  the  tax,  pro¬ 
vided  you  are  the  sole  or  principal  stock¬ 
holder  of  the  corporation,  namely,  that  you 
own  as  much  as  80  percent  of  its  value. 

However,  for  future  gain  or  loss  on  the 
sale  of  this  stock  your  basis  will  be  $10,000 
of  the  original  cost. 

Clearly,  Mr.  President,  this  was  an  ad¬ 
vance  ruling  on  a  hypothetical  case,  ex¬ 
tending  to  the  individual  involved  the 
right  to  charge  off  as  capital  gains  these 
highly  irregular  profits.  Names  are 
omitted  because  this  case  is  now  in  court. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Will  the  Senator 
be  good  enough  to  tell  us  who  made 
that  ruling? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  should  not  like  to 
do  that.  I  will  say  to  the  Senator - 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  wanted  the  infor¬ 
mation  for  the  Record.  A  person  who 
would  attempt  to  charge  off  as  capital 
gains  millions  and  millions  of  dollars  of 
profit  would  be  as  guilty  as  anyone  could 
be.  The  Senator  from  Delaware  knows 
that  was  not  the  intention  of  the  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator.  This  letter  has  been  referred 
to  the  Department  of  Justice.  It  is  also 
being  referred  to  both  the  Byrd  commit¬ 
tee  and  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee. 

My  reason  for  not  identifying  the  per¬ 
son  who  signed  the  letter  is  that  it  would 
identify  the  area  and,  perhaps,  the  case. 
As  I  previously  stated,  there  are  indict¬ 
ments  pending  in  the  courts  in  this  case, 
and  I  do  not  want  to  jeopardize  any  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  courts.  The  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  is  welcome  to  read  the 
letter. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  As  I  understand,  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  speaking  with 
reference  to  abuses  under  section  608 
of  the  act? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  will  re¬ 
member  that  I  spoke  on  that  subject  and 
was  successful  in  getting  amendments 
agreed  to  in  1951  which  checked  some  of 
the  abuses. 
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I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  this 
question:  Was  Commissioner  Hollyday 
dismissed  because  of  abuses  which  oc¬ 
curred  under  section  608,  or  was  he  dis¬ 
missed  in  connection  with  abuses  occur¬ 
ring  under  title  I? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  suggest  that  the 
Senator  address  that  question  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  Pei  - 
sonally  I  think  the  President  should  be 
commended  for  his  prompt  action.  I 
am  discussing  the  situation  as  it  reiates 
to  what  I  consider  to  be  highly  ir¬ 
regular  transactions  in  the  FHA.  They 
have  been  referred  not  only  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  but  to  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittees  of  Congress,  and  I  do  not  want 
to  get  involved  with  the  question  of 
which  administration  is  responsible.  I 
think  what  we  should  do  is  to  let  the  rec¬ 
ord  speak  for  itself. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  further  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.'  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
there  have  been  many  recent  cases  of 
abuses  in  connection  with  FHA  loans? 
In  February  I  invited  the  attention  of 
Mr.  Hollyday  to  90  cases  of  abuses  in 
Illinois.  We  do  not  want  to  cover  up — 
and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  is  not  doing  that — the  current 
abuses  by  going  back  to  section  608. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senator  means  to  prejudge  my  state¬ 
ment,  but  if  he  will  allow  me  to  finish  it, 
the  next  question  which  I  shall  take  up 
is  one  which  is  current.  I  do  not  think 
we  want  to  exclude  any  of  the  informa¬ 
tion.  I  am  making  a  report  which  had 
been  prepared  for  delivery  before  the 
recent  announcement  this  week.  I  think 
when  this  case  has  been  explored 
thoroughly,  the  American  people  will  be 
able  to  judge  who  is  responsible,  re¬ 
gardless  of  where  the  chips  may  fall. 

I  am  not  pointing  out  this  case  merely 
on  the  basis  that  it  happened  prior  to 
this  administration.  The  next  one  I 
shall  take  up  is  one  having  reference  to 
correspondence  in  1953;  and  I  think  I 
have  some  in  1954. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  important  that 
we  take  these  matters  up  as  we  go  along. 
The  Senator  will  remember  that  I  fought 
as  strenuously  as  did  anyone  on  the 
floor  to  remove  abuses  under  section  608, 
but  I  do  not  want  to  have  the  impression 
go  out  that  section  608  abuses  are  the 
only  ones  under  FHA,  and  I  do  not  want 
the  impression  to  go  out  that  there  have 
not  been  abuses  under  title  I. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  further 
yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  if  he  will  stay 
and  listen,  I  shall  talk  about  abuses  un¬ 
der  other  sections  of  the  law,  but  I  can¬ 
not  do  it  by  yielding. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  for  a 
brief  statement? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  merely  wish  to  say 
that  I  attended  a  meeting  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency  this 
morning.  The  Senator  from  Delaware 
is  familiar  with  the  fact  that  I  know 
something  of  what  has  happened.  I  wish 
to  speak  in  justice  to  the  chairman  of  the 


committee,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  CapehartI,  who  is 
not  now  present.  We  all  know  of  what 
he,  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams],  and  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  have  done.  We  know 
of  their  cooperation. 

I  am  hopeful,  as  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  indicated  he  is,  that  ap¬ 
propriate  action  will  be  taken,  let  the 
chips  fall  where  they  may.  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  that  that  is  what  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  the  Senator  from  Virginia, 
the  Senator  from  Indiana,  and  all  of 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency  wish  to  do. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  All  of  these  partic¬ 
ulars,  in  their  completeness,  wall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  committee  of  which  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  and  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  are  members.  I 
am  certain  the  matters  will  be  fully  ex¬ 
plored,  without  any  regard  as  to  when 
they  might  have  happened,  and  that,  in 
the  end  result,  we  shall  be  able  to  deter¬ 
mine  who  is  responsible. 

To  return  briefly  to  the  outline  of  this 
particular  case,  as  I  said  before  it  in¬ 
volved  7  different  loans  by  1  contraptor, 
aggregating  approximately  $7  million. 
As  of  today,  4  of  the  loans  are  under 
foreclosure;  3  of  them  are  current  in 
their  payments. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  one  of 
them  was  foreclosed  on  the  date  when 
the  contractor  received  his  seventh  loan. 
I  suppose  he  was  handed  the  notice  at 
the  same  time. 

As  I  have  said  earlier,  there  is  no  indi¬ 
cation  anywhere,  that  the  department 
was  in  the  least  bit  interested  when  the 
situation  was  called  to  their  attention 
on  repeated  occasions  during  the  last  3 
years. 

I  might  say  that  I  have  correspond¬ 
ence  calling  this  particular  case  to  the 
attention  of  the  previous  administration, 
as  well  as  to  the  present  administration; 
however,  under  the  present  administra¬ 
tion  there  are  indictments. 

I  think  it  might  be  well  to  point  out 
that  the  recipient  of  these  seven  loans 
boasted  of  the  fact  that  he  contributed, 
only  a  few  weeks  prior  to  the  first  loan, 
$25,000  to  the  Democratic  campaign  in 
1948.  I  think  that  fact  should  be  made 
a  matter  of  record,  because  the  fellow 
was  so  proud  of  it  and  boasted  about  it 
throughout  the  campaign. 

I  now  wish  to  speak  briefly  about  an¬ 
other  phase  of  the  Situation,  namely,  the 
loans  made  to  the.  individual  home- 
owners.  • 

Mr.  MORSE:  Mr,  president,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  : 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  know  whether  or  not  the  same 
individual  also  contributed  to  the  Re¬ 
publican  campaign  fund,  since  .that  is 
usually  what  persons  of  that  type- do? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  speaking  only 
from  the  record.  If  anyone  has  addi¬ 
tional  information  I  will  be  glad  to  have 
it  included.  He  referred  only  to  the  one 
contribution  to  the  Truman  campaign  of 
1948. 

I  now  wish  to  refer  to  loans  made  to 
individual  owners  under  the  FHA  and 
the  Veterans’  Administration,  as  well,  be¬ 


cause  it  is  hard  to  separate  the  loans 
simply  by  speaking  of  one  kind  or  the 
other.  In  many  instances  the  same 
home  buyer  obtained  a  VA  loan  and  an 
FHA  loan  jointly.  I  ran  into  that  situa¬ 
tion  so  many  times  that  in  speaking  of  it 
I  shall  speak  about  both. 

I  shall  first  direct  my  remarks  to  the 
situation  in  connection  with  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration,  because  it  seems 
that  so  many  of  the  complaints  go  back 
to  the  high  appraisals  which  are  given 
to  the  homes  after  they  are  constructed. 
I  was  advised  upder  date  of  December 
11,  1953,  that  the  policy  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  was  as  follows: 

I-am  pleased  to  enclose  a  copy  of  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  Technical  Bulletin. 
4A-111,  entitled  “Control  of  Fees  and  Assign¬ 
ments  to  Designated  Appraisers  and  Com¬ 
pliance  Inspectors.”  Tills  will  supply  you 
with  much  of  the  information  sought  in  your 
letter  of  December  2,  1953. 

You  will  note  from  this  enclosure  that 
there  are  restrictions  as  to  the  amount  fee 
appraisers  and  inspectors  can  receive  from 
the  Veterans’  Administration  assignments. 
The  ceiling  on  the  aggregate  fees  permitted 
is  $1,000  per  month  and  is  applicable  to  all 
offices  of  the  Veterans’  Administration. 

Continuing,  they  said: 

Nothing  prohibits  a  qualified  individual 
from  serving  as  both  appraiser  and  inspec¬ 
tor.  His  combined  fees  would  apply  toward 
the  maximum  established  ceiling.  Com¬ 
bined  fees  for  both  activities  may  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $1,000  per  month. 

I  might  say,  in  explanation,  that  the 
fees  are  based  upon  $5  per  inspection. 
As  the  inspectors  go  around  and  inspect 
various  homes,  they  charge  $5  for  each 
inspection,  which  is  passed  on  to  and  is 
paid  by  the  home  buyer.  So  in  each  in¬ 
stance,  the  fee  is  paid  by  the  veteran 
himself. 

After  receiving  that  letter,  I  called  to 
the  attention  of  the  Veterans’  Admin¬ 
istration  the  fact  that  there  were  per¬ 
sons  serving  in  inspection  and  appraisal 
capacities  who  were  at  that  time  making 
as  much  as  $2,500  a  month  under  the 
ruling. 

I  shall  outline  one  case.  It  is  the  most 
glaring  case,  but  it  is  not  the  only  case 
I  could  cite,  in  which  an  inspector's  earn¬ 
ings  exceeded  $1,000  a  month.  Lest  an 
attempt  be  made  to  explain  it  by  saying 
that  the  persons  were  working  on  an 
average  basis,  that  in  some  months  the 
payments  were  high,  and  that  in  the 
next  month  they  wex-e  below,  I  wish  to 
point  out  that  I  have  figures  covei’ing 
the  earnings  of  one  individual,  which 
show  the  following: 

During  a  2-year  period,  this  individual 
exceeded  his  monthly  limitation  13 
times,  the  range  of  his  earnings  being 
as  follows: 

December  1951,  $2,491.60;  June  1952, 
$1,472;  July  1952,  $1,192;  August  1952, 
$1,777.30;  September  1952,  $1,290.15; 
October  1952,  $1,279.65;  November  1952, 
$1,130;  February  1953,  $1,119.20;  No¬ 
vember  1953,  $1,234.50;  May  1953, 

$1,133.85;  August  1953,  $1,187.50;  Sep¬ 
tember  1953,  $1,214.60;  October  1953, 
$1,540. 

That  particular  individual  is  working 
at  the  Veterans’  Administration  in  Wil¬ 
mington,  Del.  I  thought  I  might  as  well 
cite  an  instance  in  my  home  State.  But 
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man  to  leave  private  industry  and 
serve  the  Government,  for  we  need  such 
men ;  and  we  do  not  wish  to  make  it  im¬ 
possible  for  them  thereafter  to  leave  the 
Government  service  and  return  to  pri¬ 
vate  employment,  even  with  the  same 
company  with  which  they  were  origi¬ 
nally  identified. 

This  matter  can  be  worked  out  in  a 
proper  way ;  we  can  establish  rules  under 
which  the  individuals  affected,  as  well 
as  the  Government  and  the  United 
States  taxpayers,  can  be  protected. 


DISPOSAL  OP  GOVERNMENT- 

OWNED  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL 

COMMODITIES 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  introduce,  for  ap¬ 
propriate  reference,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
the  disposal  of  Government-owned  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities  in  an  ef¬ 
ficient  and  humane  manner,  without 
disrupting  normal  markets.  I  also  re¬ 
quest  that  the  bill  be  printed  in*  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  bill  will  be  received,  and 
appropriately  referred,  and  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3308)  to  provide  for  the 
disposal, of  Government-owned  surplus 
agricultural  commodities,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Douglas,  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  this  act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Surplus  Agricultural  Commod¬ 
ity  Disposal  Act.” 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  act  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  orderly  disposition  of  the  stocks 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  acquired 
by  the  Government  through  price-support 
operations  and  other  programs,  without  ad¬ 
versely  affecting  the  market  prices  of  such 
commodities,  through  programs  designed  to 
provide  for  (1)  the  disposition  of  such  com¬ 
modities  in  friendly  foreign  countries  by 
sale,  barter,  or  exchange  for  strategic  mate¬ 
rials,  (2)  the  disposition  of  such  commodi¬ 
ties  through  private  international  relief 
agencies  or  other  voluntary  agencies  by 
grant  to  needy  individuals  throughout  the 
world,  and  (3)  the  disposition  of  such  com¬ 
modities  through  State  and  local  welfare 
agencies  by  grant  to  the  unemployed,  re¬ 
cipients  of  benefits  pursuant  to  public  as¬ 
sistance  programs  under  the  Social  Secu¬ 
rity  Act,  disabled  veterans,  and  the  patients 
or  inmates  of  penal  institutions  and  public 
and  private  nonprofit  hospitals,  orphanages, 
nursing  homes,  and  eleemosynary  institu¬ 
tions,  for  the  purpose  of  supplementing  the 
existing  diets  of  such  persons. 

Title  I — Disposal  by  Sale,  Barter,  or 
Exchange  in  Foreign  Countries 

Sec.  101.  The  President  is  authorized,  in 
accordance  with  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  he  shall  prescribe,  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  Government-owned  agricultural 
commodities,  by  sale,  barter,  or  exchange  for 
strategic  raw  materials,  in  friendly  foreign 
countries. 

Sec.  102.  The  President  is  authorized,  in 
capfying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  to 
provide  for  the  processing,  packaging,  prep¬ 
aration  for  shipment,  and  shipment  of  com¬ 
modities  to  be  disposed  of  under  such, 
provisions. 

Sec.  103.  Commodities  disposed  of  under 
this  title  shall  be  disposed  of  at  such  prices 


and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
President  shall  determine,  having  in  mind 
the  desirability  of  obtaining  a  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  return  for  such  commodities  and  the 
value  of  the  domestic  economy  of  disposing 
of  such  commodities  on  foreign  markets. 
Such  disposition  shall  be  made  at  such  times, 
places,  and  manner  as  to  avoid  wherever  pos¬ 
sible  undue  disruptions  of  normal  trade. 

Sec.  104.  The  value  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  disposed  of  under  this  title  shall 
not  exceed  an  aggregate  of  $1  billion. 

Title  II — Disposal  for  Relief  Purposes  in 
Foreign  Countries 

Sec.  201.  The  President  is  authorized,  in 
accordance  with  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  he  shall  prescribe,  to  provide  for  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  Government-owned  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  to  foreign  countries  for  the  purpose 
of  relieving  distress  due  to  famine  and  other¬ 
wise  meeting  relief  requirements  in  such 
countries. 

Sec.  202.  The  disposal  of  commodities 
under  this  title  shall  be  carried  out  through 
such  international  relief  agencies  or  other 
voluntary  agencies  as  the  President  shall 
designate.  Except  as  provided  in  section 
203,  the  transfer  of  such  commodities  shall 
be  without  cost  to  the  recipient  countries. 

Sec.  203.  The  President  is  authorized,  in 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  to 
provide  for  the  processing,  packaging,  prep¬ 
aration  for  shipment,  and  shipment  of  com¬ 
modities  to  be  disposed  of  under  such  pro¬ 
visions,  except  that  none  of  the  costs  of 
transportation  or  distribution,  within  any 
foreign  country,  shall  be  borne  by  the  United 
States. 

Sec.  204.  The  President  is  authorized  to 
provide  by  regulation  that  the  containers  of 
commodities  disposed  of  under  this  title 
shall  be  marked  in  such  manner  as  will  dis¬ 
close  to  the  recipients  that  such  commod¬ 
ities  are  furnished  by  the  United  States  as 
evidence  of  the  good  will  and  friendship  of 
the  people  of  the  United  States  toward  the 
people  of  the  recipient  countries,  and 
wherever  desirable  that  such  commodities 
shall  be  accompanied  by  an  appropriate 
freedom  message  or  other  suitable  token 
of  international  friendship. 

Sec.  205.  The  value  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  disposed  of  under  this  title  shall 
not  exceed  an  aggregate  of  $1  billion. 

Title  III — Disposal  for  Relief  Purposes 
Within  the  United  States 

Sec.  301.  The  President  is  authorized,  in 
accordance  with  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  he  shall  prescribe,  to  provide  for  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  Government-owned  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  to  the  States  for  distribution  among 

(1)  the  unemployed,  (2)  recipients  of  bene¬ 
fits  under  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  (3)  disabled  veterans, 
and  (4)  patients  and  inmates  of  penal  insti¬ 
tutions,  and  of  public  and  nonprofit  private 
orphanages,  hospitals,  nursing  homes,  and 
other  eleemosynary  institutions,  for  the 
purpose  of  supplementing  the  existing  diets 
of  such  persons.  Except  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  303,  the  transfer  of  such  commodities 
shall  be  without  cost  to  the  States  or  their 
respective  agencies. 

Sec.  302.  In  order  to  carry  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title,  the  President  or  persons 
designated  by  him  are  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  the  various  State  wel¬ 
fare  agencies  under  which  such  State  agen¬ 
cies  shall  agree — 

(1)  to  determine  the  persons  eligible  to 
receive  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
under  this  title; 

(2)  to  distribute  such  commodities,  either 
directly  or  through  private  or  local  public 
welfare  agencies,  among  the  persons  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  eligible  therefor; 

(3)  to  make  such  determination  and  dis¬ 
tribution  without  discrimination  on  account 
of  race,  color,  religious  creed,  or  geographi¬ 
cal  location; 


4843 

(4)  in  such  determination  and  distribution 
to  conform  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  President;  and 

(5)  to  keep  such  records  and  make  such 
reports  concerning  the  distribution  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  under  this  title  as  the 
President  by  regulation  may  require. 

Sec.  303.  The  President  is  authorized  in 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title  to 
provide  for  the  processing,  packaging,  prep¬ 
aration  for  shipment,  and  shipment  of  com¬ 
modities  to  be  disposed  of  under  such  pro¬ 
visions.  The  costs  of  such  shipment  shall 
not  exceed  the  costs  of  transportation  of 
such  commodities  from  the  place  of  storage 
or  processing  to  a  central  delivery  point  in 
the  area  in  which  they  are  to  be  distributed, 
and  no  further  transportation  or  other  costs 
of  local  distribution  shall  be  borne  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Sec.  304.  The  value  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  disposed  of  under  this  title  shall 
not  exceed  an  aggregate  of  $2  billion. 

Title  IV — General  Provisions 

Sec.  401.  As  used  in  this  act — 

(1)  The  term  “State”  includes  the  District 
of  Columbia,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

(2)  The  term  “Government-owned  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities”  means  agricultural 
commodities  acquired  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  through  price  support 
operations,  and  agricultural  commodities 
^acquired  through  the  use  of  funds  made 
available  under  section  32  of  the  act  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935  (Public  Law  320,  74th  Cong.). 

Sec.  402.  (a)  There  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
act. 

(b)  There  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  from  the  sums 
appropriated  under  subsection  (a),  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  reimburse 
the  Corporation  for  the  value  of  commodi¬ 
ties  made  available  by  the  Corporation  for 
the  purposes  of  this  act  and  for  expenses 
incurred  by  the  Corporation  in  making  such 
commodities  available. 

Sec.  403.  The  President  shall  transmit  to 
the  Congress  semiannual  reports  concerning 
the  administration  of  this  act.  Each  such 
report  shall  contain  a  statement  of  (1)  the 
agreements  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  act,  (2)  the  amounts  of 
surplus  commodities  disposed  of  under  each 
of  the  programs  provided  by  this  act,  (3)  the 
expenditures  made  in  carrying  out  such  pro¬ 
grams,  and  (4)  such  recommendations  as 
he  may  deem  desirable  to  bring  about  the 
improvement  of  such  programs. 

Sec.  404.  The  President  is  authorized  to 
perform  the  powers  and  duties  conferred 
upon  him  by  this  act  through  such  agency 
or  agencies  of  the  Government  as  he  may 
deem  desirable. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
present  time  approximately  $6,225,- 
000,000  of  farm  surpluses  are  either 
owned  by  the  Federal  Government  or 
are  under  loans  made  by  the  Federal 
Government.  The  commodities  in 
which  these  surpluses  exist  are  primarily 
wheat,  corn,  and  a  number  of  other  ce¬ 
reals,  cotton,  and  dairy  products. 

By  the  bill  I  have  introduced  I  am  pro¬ 
posing  that  there  be  three  separate  pro¬ 
grams  of  disposal,  under  the  direction  of 
the  President  or  such  agents  as  he  may 
designate.  The  first  purpose,  to  which 
approximately  $1  billion  of  farm  sur¬ 
pluses  would  be  devoted,  would  be  the 
exchange  of  such  farm  surpluses  for 
strategic  metals  and  minerals  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  this  country  is  in  short 
supply,  and  which  would  be  needed  in 
the  event  of  a  national  emergency  or 
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war.  The  United  States  is  completely 
dependent  on  Malaya  for  natural  rub¬ 
ber;  and,  while  we  have  developed  syn¬ 
thetic  rubber  to  a  high  degree  of  effi¬ 
ciency,  and  it  is  possible  to  use  artificial 
rubber  now  for  innertubes  and  tires 
upon  heavy  vehicles,  it  is  not  at  all  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  need  for  natural  rubber 
has  been  removed. 

We  are  dependent  on  Bolivia  and 
Malaya  for  our  entire  supply  of  tin.  We 
are  dependent  upon  India  and  other 
countries  for  manganese.  We  are  de¬ 
pendent  on  other  nations  for  cobalt, 
which  may  become  extremely  important, 
and  for  magnesium.  We  are  dependent 
on  the  Belgian  Congo  for  uranium. 

These  are  areas  of  the  world  in  which 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  hunger.  Would 
it  not  be  wise  for  us  to  exchange  food 
surpluses  for  additional  quantities  of  the 
strategic  minerals  and  materials  which 
we  would  then  accumulate  and  stockpile 
for  a  possible  national  emergency? 

Second,  title  III  of  my  bill  provides  for 
supplementing  and  increasing  the  diet 
of  the  needy  in  this  country,  and  would 
appropriate  $2  billion  of  the  surplus 
foods  for  this  purpose.  This  program 
would  include  those  on  relief,  the  unem-. 
ployed,  aged  pensioners,  disabled  vet¬ 
erans,  children  in  orphanages,  sick 
people  in  hospitals,  old  people  in  nursing 
homes,  and  so  forth. 

The  third  purpose,  to  which  $1  billion 
of  the  surplus  would  be  devoted,  is  to 
provide  food  which  would  be  distributed 
to  some  of  the  needy  abroad  through 
such  reputable  private  organizations  as 
CARE  and  religious  groups.  The  bill 
would  authorize  the  President  or  his 
agents  to  issue  regulations  for  carrying 
out  the  programs,  and  it  would  provide 
authorization  for  appropriations  to  pay 
the  necessary  freight,  processing,  and 
other  costs. 

I  emphasize  the  fact  that  in  order  to 
make  these  programs  effective  we  must 
provide  funds  for  freight  and  processing. 
It  is  on  this  point  that  the  President’s 
proposal  for  the  distribution  of  sur¬ 
pluses  to  the  needy  within  this  country 
has  broken  down.  Organizations  which 
might  receive  or  distribute  the  food  have 
not  possessed  the  funds  with  which  to 
pay  for  the  transportation  of  the  food 
resources  or  to  pay  for  their  processing. 
Wheat  must  be  processed  and  distributed 
before  it  can  be  fed  or  given  to  those  on 
relief  or  in  need.  It  is  on  this  crucial 
point  that  the  present  program  is  defec¬ 
tive.  My  bill  provides  for  the  bearing  of 
such  costs  by  the  Federal  Government. 

I  think  this  program  is  highly  neces¬ 
sary,  both  in  meeting  the  needs  of  na¬ 
tional  defense  and  in  helping  to  feed 
the  hungry  at  home  and  abroad,  as  well 
as  a  means  of  aiding  the  farmers.  The 
threat  of  the  overhanging  farm  surplus 
is  used  as  an  argument  against  adequate 
price  supports  for  agriculture.  It  seems 
to  me  a  contradiction  in  terms  for  us  to 
say  that  we  have  a  surplus  in  food,  when 
we  realize  how  many  hungry  people 
there  are  in  this  Nation,  when  we  realize 
that  two-thirds  of  the  world  is  hungry, 
and  when  we  realize  that  we  lack  the 
strategic  materials  requisite  to  carry  on 
a  war  or  to  deal  with  a  national  emer¬ 
gency. 


Dr.  Arthur  S.  Flemming,  the  distin¬ 
guished  and  able  head  of  the  Defense 
Mobilization  Board,  a  citizen  of  the  same 
State  as  that  of  the  present  presiding 
officer  [Mr.  Bricker],  has  said  that,  with 
respect  to  most  of  the  critical  materials 
required  for  national  defense,  we  have 
not  a  surplus,  but  a  shortage,  and  that 
our  stockpiling  program  is  defective. 

What  I  am  proposing  is  that  we  ex¬ 
change  $1  billion  worth  of  surplus  food 
and  fiber  for  extra  raw  materials  and 
minerals  needed  for  national  defense, 
and  that  we  stockpile  such  additional 
materials,  not  by  way  of  displacing  any 
present  purchases,  but  as  a  supplement 
to  present  purchases.  The  same  provi¬ 
sion  would  apply  to  food  distributed  in¬ 
side  this  country.  It  is  not  proposed  to 
take  the  place  of  existing  diets,  but  to 
supplement  existing  diets,  to  make  up 
for  dietary  deficiencies,  and  to  provide 
more  dairy  products,  for  example,  in  the 
form  of  butter,  cheese,  and  milk  powder 
for  those  who  now  lack  such  vital  dairy 
substances. 

The  program  would  improve  the  na¬ 
tional  defense,  and  by  helping  to  reduce 
farm  surpluses  would  remove  one  of  the 
worries  connected  with  the  farm  price 
support  program.  Even  if  this  program 
were  carried  out,  we  certainly  would 
have  some  farm  surpluses,  perhaps 
amounting  to  4  or  5  billion  dollars’  worth, 
by  the  end  of  the  summer;  but  I  point 
out  that  we  need  some  farm  surpluses 
of  both  food  and  fiber  in  order  to  provide 
for  the  possibility  of  a  future  war.  In 
the  last  war  our  reserves  of  cotton  and 
wheat  proved  to  be  crucial.  They  were 
very  much  needed.  Without  them,  we 
probably  could  not  have  won  the  war  as 
quickly  as  we  did. 

Secondly,  there  is  always  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  drought.  Rainfall  seems  to 
move  in  cycles  of  at  least  16  to  18  years. 
For  a  period  of  about  11  years,  from 
1939  to  1950  or  1951,  we  had  a  period  of 
comparatively  high  rainfall.  In  the  past 
2  years  we  have  had  a  period  of  low  rain¬ 
fall,  and  it  may  be  that  we  are  moving 
into  the  low  rainfall  phase  of  the  rain¬ 
fall  cycle.  We  may,  therefore,  face  the 
possibility  of  rather  widespread  drought 
continuing  for  some  time,  as  was  the 
case  in  the  early  1930’s,  and  even  prior 
thereto,  in  the  early  1890’s.  Certainly, 
we  should  have  a  reserve  ready  for  such 
need. 

There  is  a  great  deal  to  be  said  in 
favor  of  the  principle  of  the  “ever- 
normal  granary*’  advocated  by  Secretary 
Wallace  some  years  ago.  While  I  cer¬ 
tainly  do  not  subscribe  to  the  later  po¬ 
litical  doctrines  of  Secretary  Wallace,  at 
that  particular  point  I  believe  that  his 
thinking  was  sound. 


PROPOSED  NEW  11TH  COURT  OF 
APPEALS  DISTRICT 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks  an  editorial  entitled  “Big  Job 
on  Our  Hands,”  published  in  the  Ore¬ 
gonian  of  March  29,  1954. 

Mr.  President,  the  editorial  deals  with 
the  proposed  creation  of  a  new  district 
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of  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Litigation  in  the  States  of  Oregon  and 
Washington  and  in  the  Territory  of 
Alaska  has  become  so  heavy  that  there 
is  a  considerable  amount  of  opinion  in 
my  section  of  the  country  that  a  new 
circuit  court  of  appeals  district  should  be 
established. 

I  have  had  pending  for  quite  some 
time  before  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary  a  bill  which  seeks  to  create  such 
a  new  district.  It  is  a  bill  which  was 
strongly  recommended  by  Chief  Judge 
William  Denman  of  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Ninth  District. 

I  am  inserting  the  editorial  in  the 
Record  at  this  time  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  to  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  considerable  amount 
of  public  interest  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  favoring  my  bill. 

I  thank  the  editors  of  the  Oregonian 
for  raising  their  voices  in  calling  the 
attention  of  the  country  to  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  creation  of  a  new  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  district. 

I  respectfully  ask  the  Committee  on  | 
the  Judiciary  to  arrange  early  hearings  ' 
on  the  bill  so  that  its  consideration  may 
be  proceeded  with  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito-' 
rial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Big  Job  on  Our  Hands 

By  now  everyone  Is  well  aware  that  the 
Pacific  seaboard  gained  population  at  a  rate 
far  in  excess  of  every  other  region  in  the 
Nation  during  the  1940-50  decade.  Many 
have  forgotten,  however,  that  this  has  been 
the  unvarying  pattern  of  national  growth  for 
at  least  a  half  century. 

We  are  reminded  of  the  fact  by  a  letter 
written  by  Chief  Judge  William  Denman 
of  the  Ninth  District  United  States  Court  of 
Appeals  to  Senator  Wayne  Morse  in  support 
of  the  latter’s  bill  to  create  a  new  11th  dis¬ 
trict  comprising  the  Pacific  Northwest  States 
and  Alaska.  Judge  Denman  cites  statistics 
showing  that,  in  the  1910-20  decade  the  pop¬ 
ulation  growth  of  the  Far  West  was  approxi¬ 
mately  three  times  as  fast  as  that  of  the  rest  j 
of  the  country;  and  the  same  was  true  of  the  | 
1920’si  Even  in  the  depression  decade,  1930- 
40,  with  the  birthrate  and  migration  at  a 
low  ebb,  the  States  and  territories  in  the 
ninth  circuit  area  recorded  a  17.8  percent 
gain  in  population,  greater  than  that  of  any 
recent  decade  for  the  States  outside  the 
ninth  circuit. 

Estimates  since  the  1950  census  indicate 
that  the  rate  of  west  coast  population  growth 
is  still  several  times  that  of  the  Nation  as  a 
whole.  As  Judge  Denman  points  out,  this 
makes  for  a  corresponding  increase  in  litiga¬ 
tion.  It  also  makes  for  a  corresponding  in¬ 
crease  in  all  other  problems  and  opportuni¬ 
ties  that  stem  from  human  endeavor. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 
CONTRACTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration  I 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the  j 
Public  Building  Act  of  1949  to  author¬ 
ize  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv-  ; 
ices  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  i 
to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  ! 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing 
purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


195J. 

lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  In  the  committee 
amendment,  on  page  11,  lines  6  and  7, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  words 
“calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more 
than  $20,000  per  annum.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  understood  that  the  Senate  would 
remain  in  session  until  the  pending  bill 
was  voted  on  finally.  If  it  is  not  the 
purpose  to  continue  until  the  bill  is  final¬ 
ly  disposed  of,  I  call  up  the  amendment 
so  that  it  will  be  the  pending  question 
tomorrow;  except  that  I  should  like  to 
|  dispose  of  the  amendment  tonight,  be¬ 
cause  I  cannot  be  here  tomorrow  when 
the  Senate  is  in  session. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  attitude  of 
the  committee  is  with  respect  to  the 
amendment  I  have  offered.  The  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  as  it  now  reads  would 
authorize  the  making  of  lease -purchase 
contracts  which  would  obligate  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  pay  at  least  $20,000  a  year 
on  each  contract  that  did  not  exceed 
$20,000  without  coming  back  to  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  for  approval  before  thus  obli¬ 
gating  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  vote  for  the 
bill  unless  the  purchasing  agencies  or  the 
leasing  agencies  who  are  authorized  to 
make  the  lease-purchase  agreements  are 
required  to  come  back  to  the  respective 
committees  of  Congress  and  submit  the 
leases  to  those  committees  and  get  the 
approval  of  the  committees  befqre  the 
agencies  can  obligate  the  Government  to 
1  such  long-term  contracts  and  in  such  a 
manner. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
sound  to  do  otherwise,  because  we  would 
be  exposing  the  Government  to  a  long 
series  of  numerous  obligations  without 
a  second  look  being  afforded  the  com¬ 
mittees  or  any  other  authority.  I  do  not 
believe  it  is  sound  procedure. 

In  theory  the  bill  is  a  good  one.  Fre¬ 
quently,  particularly  in  times  of  emer¬ 
gency,  when  the  Government  must 
greatly  expand  its  agencies  and  person¬ 
nel,  it  must  pay  tremendously  high 
rentals,  and  the  opportunity  to  make 
such  contracts,  if  properly  administered, 
might  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  result  in  a  considerable  saving 
of  money. 

There  is  another  prospect  that  such 
authority  might  help  in  the  event  of  any 
serious  recession  or  depression,  because 
it  would  provide  a  public  building  pro¬ 
gram  and  thus  strengthen  the  economy 
by  providing  a  great  many  jobs. 

That  would  be  one  advantage  that 
might  flow  from  it. 

Another  point  is  that  there  is  a  need 
for  a  building  program;  indeed,  there  is 


a  very  serious  need  for  it.  There  are 
many  localities  where  Federal  buildings 
are  needed.  Permanent  buildings  under 
the  permanent  ownership  of  the  Federal 
Government  are  needed  in  many  areas. 
We  have  lagged  far  behind  in  the  public 
building  construction  program.  The  bill 
may  stimulate  such  a  program  and  en¬ 
able  the  Government  to  carry  on  a  lease- 
pqrchase  plan  which  would  provide  many 
buildings  that  are  needed  without  at  the 
same  time  putting  all  the  burden  of  the 
cost  immediately  upon  the  Government 
in  any  one  year.  I  can  see  some  benefit 
to  be  derived  from  such  a  plan. 

However,  I  do  not  go  along  with  the 
theory  that  Congress  should  delegate 
authority  to  any  Government  agency  to 
make  contracts  for  lease-purchase 
agreements.  On  the  basis  of  $20,000  a 
year,  for  10  years  it  would  amount  to 
$200,000;  for  15  years,  it  would  be 
$300,000;  and  for  20  years  it  would  be 
$400,000. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  are  2  or  3  ques¬ 
tions  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas.  I  am  sure  he  recalls, 
as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  that  there  has  been  con¬ 
siderable  discussion  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  each  year  about  the  importance 
of  our  watchdogging  the  expenditure  of 
funds.  In  fact,  I  recall  that  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  himself  engaged  in  a  dis¬ 
cussion  last  year,  highly  consistent  with 
the  amendment  he  now  offers,  pointing 
out  the  need  of  the  committee  doing  a 
more  effective  job  of  watchdogging  the 
Military  Establishment  in  connection 
with  the  expenditure  of  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  military  purposes. 

The  Senator  is  aware  that  many  of 
us  are  disturbed  because  of  frauds  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  operations  of  the  housing 
program,  both  during  past  administra¬ 
tions  and  the.  present  administration. 
Does  the  Senator,  therefore,  agree  with 
me  that  what  he  is  fighting  for  in  his 
amendment  is  to  implement  a  principle 
for  which  he  has  long  fought,  namely, 
that  the  Congress  should  maintain  a 
vigilant  check  on  the  actual  expenditure 
of  funds,  once  the  money  has  been  ap-. 
propriated? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  absolutely  correct.  That  is 
the  position  which  I  have  taken  re¬ 
peatedly,  and  consistently,  I  trust,  since 
I  have  been  in  the  Congress.  Whether 
the  amount  be  $5,000,  $20,000,  or  $50,000, 
as  I  stated  originally  when  the  bill  was 
before  the  committee,  we  are  establish¬ 
ing  a  principle  of  permitting  executive 
agencies  to  obligate  the  Government  for 
a  long  period  of  years  without  Congress 
taking  a  look  at  the  contract  which  is 
being  made. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  has  made 
his  point. 

I  wish  to  ask  another  question  so  that 
it  may  be  of  record:  Does  the  Senator 
not  agree  with  me  that  there  is  a  dan¬ 
ger  that  if  we  do  not  have  a  check  such 
as  that  which  he  is  now  proposing  to 
place  in  the  bill,  assuming  the  bill  shall 
pass,  it  will  be  a  precedent  on  a  much 
broader  scale  for  larger  expenditures 


4845 

in  connection  with  other  measures 
which  will  be  considered  by  the  Senate? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  can  be  no 
question  about  that.  When  in  one  case 
we  once  depart  from  principle,  even  to 
a  slight  degree,  we  invite  a  radical  de¬ 
parture  from  it  in  other  cases.  That  is 
a  mistake.  If  the  Government  is  going 
to  enter  into  a  $200,000  contract  or  a 
$300,000  contract  or  a  $500,000  contract, 
or  many  such  contracts — the  amount 
of  money  involved  will  run  into  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  over  a 
period  of  time — I  think  Congress  should 
take  a  look  at  the  contract  before  the 
obligation  is  made.  I  cannot  go  along 
with  the  idea  of  delegating  congres¬ 
sional  power  to  any  executive  agency. 
It  might  be  done  in  time  of  war,  for 
certain  military  considerations  in 
emergencies,  but  certainly  not  for  any 
peacetime  operation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  glad  to  hear  the 
Senator  use  the  phrase  “delegating 
congressional  power.”  Is  it  not  true 
that  the  bill  in  its  present  form,  in 
effect  and  in  fact,  constitutes  a  dele¬ 
gation  of  congressional  legislative  check 
to  administrative  bodies  in  our  Govern¬ 
ment,  and,  therefore,  to  that  extent, 
we  really  make  them  superlegislative 
bodies? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Actually,  it  has 
that  result.  The  sum  of  $20,000  does 
not  look  like  very  much,  but  it  is  not 
only  $20,000  that  is  involved;  it  is 
$20,000  multiplied  annually  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  contracts  which  may  be  made. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Lastly,  the  Senator  sees 
no  invasion  at  all  of  any  executive  pre¬ 
rogative  or  function  by  the  amendment 
he  proposes? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Certainly  not. 
The  argument  has  already  been  made 
that  any  look  by  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  is  an  invasion  of  the  executive 
or  administrative  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  But  the  Senate  rejected  that 
theory  a  few  days  ago  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  vote. 

Mr.  MORSE.  A  very  large  vote.  I 
wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas.  I  shall  support  his  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  certainly  voted 
against  striking  out  the  entire  provision. 
I  do  not  know  whether  I  shall  vote  for 
the  bill,  but  I  shall  certainly  not  vote 
for  it  if  it  delegates  such  authority  as  I 
have  described.  I  see  no  reason  for  giv¬ 
ing  authority  to  make  contracts  of  $20,- 
000  a  year  without  the  proper  committee 
taking  a  look  at  the  contract  before  it  is 
executed  and  the  Government  obligated. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  If  the  Senator  has 
finished  his  remarks  on  his  amendment, 
I  should  like  to  invite  his  attention  to  a 
point. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  has  di¬ 
rected  his  attention  to  a  point  which  was 
of  vital  interest  to  me  in  the  committee. 
I  stated  on  the  floor  a  few  days  ago  that 
if  this  section  is  stricken  out,  I  shall 
vote  against  the  bill.  The  Senator  will 
recall  that  there  was  no  proviso  like  this 
in  the  House  bill  as  it  came  to  the 
Senate.  So  this  is  a  question  which  will 
have  to  be  fought  out  in  conference  to 
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see  to  what  extent  the  Senate  can  prevail 
in  the  conference  on  a  point  which  has 
received  such  an  overwhelming  vote.  If 
it  is  the  effort  of  the  Senator  to  get  his 
amendment  agreed  to  and  carried  to 
conference  with  the  idea  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  other  Senate 
conferees  will  fight  for  it  and  get  the 
very  best  they  can  get  out  of  the  con¬ 
ference  on  the  whole  subject  matter,  I 
shall  be  very  glad  to  recommend  that 
we  take  the  amendment  to  conference 
with  that  understanding  and  try  to  get 
it  adopted. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  cannot  ask  more 
than  that  it  be  taken  to  conference. 
That  is  all  I  could  do  if  we  had  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote  on  it.  I  do  not  wish  any  re¬ 
marks  I  make  here  to  obligate  me  to 
support  the  conference  report  if  the 
Senate’s  position  does  not  prevail  in  the 
conference. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  was  one  of  those 
Senators,  including  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi, 
and  many  other  Senators,  who  voted 
against  the  so-called  Dirksen  amend¬ 
ment,  which  was  rejected  by  a  large  vote 
and  which  would  have  stricken  out  a 
whole  section,  thereby  bypassing  normal 
procedures  when  Congress  is  entitled  to 
place  whatever  safeguards  it  thinks 
should  be  placed  in  the  bill.  While  it 
may  be  in  a  strictly  technical  sense  of 
the  word,  an  encroachment  on  what  we 
might  call  a  normal  administrative  ac¬ 
tion;  in  effect,  I  think  it  is  a  quid  pro  quo 
by  which  Congress  is  giving  up  certain 
of  its  normal  procedures  and  is  asking 
the  executive  department  to  adopt  cer¬ 
tain  procedures  which  normally  might 
not  be  considered. 

Frankly,  the  only  question  I  have  in 
regard  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  whether  such 
a  mass  of  detail  would  come  to  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  that  they  could  not  devote  the 
attention  they  should  devote  to  matters 
of  more  importance.  Not  that  the 
spending  of  even  $10,000  is  not  impor¬ 
tant,  if  it  is  the  public’s  money,  but  I 
merely  suggest  to  the  Senator  that  if 
the  committees  should  undertake  to  con¬ 
sider  all  the  leases  for  small  post  offices, 
the  paper  work  alone  might  be  so  on¬ 
erous  that  they  would  not  be  able  to  do 
the  analysis  and  the  checking  up  which 
I  think  it  is  very  essential  to  have  done 
in  more  important  categories. 

I  do  not  raise  that  as  an  insurmount¬ 
able  objection,  but  I  raise .  it  as  one 
which,  perhaps,  should  be  given  some 
consideration,  because  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  as  does  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  has  many  problems  to 
consider  and  much  legislation  to  handle. 

I  know,  from  what  has  happened  in  the 
past,  that  suggestions  of  a  $50,000  limit 
might  be  made.  Someone  would  then 
suggest  that  $50,000  was  too  low;  that 
perhaps  it  should  be  $100,000.  Others 
would  suggest  that  $100,000  was  too 
high.  I  merely  wished  to  raise  that 
point,  to  which,  I  thought,  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  at  least,  and  perhaps 


the  entire  Senate,  should  give  some  at¬ 
tention. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  may  say  to  the 
majority  leader  that  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  almost  everything  that  is 
done  in  Congress  increases  the  workload 
of  committees.  But  the  Senator  makes 
a  very  fine  argument  for  my  amend¬ 
ment,  because  if  we  do  not  have  time  to 
attend  to  these  matters — and  it  seems 
to  be  the  general  impression  that  we 
cannot  meet  these  responsibilities — 
then  we  simply  invite  abuses  of  the  very 
authority  we  grant. 

I  believe  the  responsibility  is  ours.  I 
know  the  committees  can  and  do  staff 
themselves  with  technical  personnel 
who  can  check  these  maters.  At  least, 
the  representatives  of  the  legislative 
branch  of  the  Government  can  have 
such  checks  made  as  are  necessary  to 
advise  the  committees  as  to  whether 
proposals  conform  to  economic  stand¬ 
ards  or  whether  the  committees  should 
make  further  examinations  before  they 
grant  their  approval. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
California  knows  very  well,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary,  of  which  I  am 
a  member,  handles  more  legislation 
than  any  other  committee  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  think  everyone  would  agree  that 
it  would  be  impossible  for  the  committee 
to  do  its  work  without  having  a  compe¬ 
tent,  capable  staff  to  examine  the  many 
hundreds  of  private  bills  which  are  in¬ 
troduced,  involving  the  payment  of 
claims  and  other  expenditures  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

We  might  just  as  well  pass  a  law  to 
the  effect  that  as  to  any  claim  which  does 
not  exceed  $20,000,  which  is  presented 
against  a  department,  Congress  will  au¬ 
thorize  the  department  to  pay  the 
amount,  if  it  believes  it  to  be  fair  and 
just.  But  we  simply  cannot  grant  such 
authority  and,  at  the  same  time,  meet 
the  responsibility  which  is  placed  upon 
Congress  to  watch  over  the  purse  strings 
of  the  Government. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Of  course,  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  general  principle  in¬ 
volved,  I  think  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  is  on  perfectly  sound  ground  in  the 
argument  he  makes.  So  far  as  those  in 
the  executive  department  are  concerned, 
who  might  take  a  dim  view  of  any  type 
of  restriction,  I  think  their  view  would 
not  necessarily  be  changed  by  whether 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  has  included  in  or  omitted  from 
the  bill.  I  think  they  would  object  to 
what  they,  at  least,  would  call,  from  the 
executive  point  of  view,  a  surrendering 
of  certain  administrative  or  executive 
functions,  and  a  mixing  of  them  with 
legislative  functions. 

But  I  have  already  made  clear  my 
view,  as  I  think  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  has  also  made  clear  his  view,  that  if 
the  executive  department  desires  a  lease- 
purchase  bill  of  this  character,  then,  in 
my  judgment,  in  view  of  the  overwhelm¬ 
ing  vote  of  the  Senate,  the  executive 
branch  simply  will  have  to  adjust  its 
viewpoint  to  that  of  the  legislative 
branch,  which  is  asking  for  these  pro¬ 
visions  in  return  for  what  it  is  giving  up. 

I  merely  wish  to  point  out  that  I  think 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
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kansas  will  greatly  add  to  the  volume 
of  detail  work  which  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  already  have.  I  quite  agree 
with  the  Senator  that  when  we  consider 
the  tremendous  growth  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  over  the 
years,  and  the  number  of  employees  it 
now  has,  that  even  today,  under  the  La 
Follette-Monroney  Act,  Congress  has  not 
always  adequately  armed  its  own  com¬ 
mittees  with  the  staffs  which  they  should 
have  in  order  to  perform,  as  the  policy¬ 
determining  board  of  directors  of  the 
Nation,  the  job  which  is  ours,  and  which 
I  think  the  country  has  a  right  to  expect 
us  to  do.  Perhaps  it  will  be  necessary 
to  make  proyision  for  additional  com¬ 
petent  help  in  order  to  handle  the  added 
detail  work  which  I  think  will  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  committees. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader,  who  serves 
with  me  on  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  I  believe  he  will  recall  from  his 
own  knowledge  that  often  we  hear  a 
great  deal  of  testimony  on  items  in  ap¬ 
propriation  bills  which  are  much  similar 
to  those  which  would  be  involved  in  this 
grant  of  authority. 

May  I  inquire  of  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  if  it  has  been 
determined  whether  it  is  desired  to  ac¬ 
cept  my  amendment  and  to  take  it  to 
conference? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  The  committee  is  will¬ 
ing  to  do  that. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Very  well.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  action  on  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater  in  the  chair).  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  lateness  of  the  hour,  I  wish 
to  make  an  inquiry.  I  had  understood 
several  other  amendments  were  to  be 
considered.  One,  I  think,  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  bj'  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  and  there  are  certain  other 
amendments  on  which  I  had  understood 
some  work  had  been  done  during  the 
last  several  days,  to  see  if  it  would  be 
possible  to  come  to  an  agreement  with 
respect  to  them.  I  do  not  know  whether 
there  are  some  amendments  of  that 
character  which  could  now  be  consid¬ 
ered.  I  would  not  wish  to  call  up  a  con¬ 
troversial  amendment.  I  have  given 
assurances  to  the  minority  leader  that 
I  would  not  do  so.  But  if  the  Senate 
could  act  now  on  some  amendments 
which  are  generally  agreeable,  I  think 
the  bill  might  be  moved  along  to  that 
extent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  for  my¬ 
self  and  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  I 
offer  an  amendment  which  I  am  certain 
is  not  in  any  sense  controversial,  by  rea¬ 
son  of  a  cloakroom  discussion  held 
within  the  last  2  hours.  The  amend¬ 
ment  relates  to  certain  perfections.  I 
desire  to  offer  it  with  the  understanding 
that  it  will  not  provoke  any  controversy. 
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It  is  restrictive  in  nature,  and  ties  down 
the  authority  to  a  greater  extent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  as  amended. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
when  the  junior  Senator  from  California 
has  submitted  his  amendment,  I  wonder 
if  he  would  give  a  brief  explanation  of 
the  manner  in  which  it  ties  down  the 
authority. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes.  I  call  up  my 
amendment  4-9-54-A. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Before 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
California  will  be  in  order,  action  on 
the  committee  amendment,  as  proposed 
to  be  amended,  must  be  completed. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  On  a  recent  day 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  secured  re¬ 
consideration  of  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  so  that  he  could  offer  his  amend¬ 
ment.  As  I  understand  the  present  sit¬ 
uation,  the  Chair  is  suggesting  that  the 
Senate  now  should  agree  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  as  amended,  so  that 
the  bill  would  then  be  open  to  further 
amendment.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  amendment  4-9-54-A,  which  I  offer 
for  myself  and  on  behalf  of  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
together  with  the  penciled  amendments 
to  which  we  agreed  this  afternoon,  and 
I  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
that,  procedurally,  the  amendment  be 
printed,  and  that  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  now  be  permitted  to  make  a  brief 
explanation  of  it.  The  amendment  is 
a  new  one.  Why  could  we  not  simply 
have  it  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  already  has  been  printed, 
and  is  on  the  desk  of  each  Senator.  But 
in  two  instances  about  a  dozen  words 
have  been  added.  I  am  certain  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  would  have  no  diffi¬ 
culty  in  following  the  amendment. 

I  may  say,  by  way  of  explanation,  that 
the  amendment  provides,  first,  that  the 
Director  of  the  Budget  must  approve 
each  proposed  lease-purchase  contract 
before  the  contract  is  sent  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House. 

Second,  the  bill  contains,  for  the  first 
time  in  the  statutory  history  of  the 
country,  I  think  it  can  be  said,  a  series  of 
provisions  under  which  the  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contracts  shall  be  entered  into. 


I  wish  to  read  that  section,  which  is 
on  page  2. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Do  I  understand  the 
Senator  correctly  to  say  that  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Budget  would  be  required  to 
approve  each  proposed  lease-purchase 
contract,  or  that  the  bill  provides  that 
a  report  from  the  Director  of  the  Budget 
shall  be  required? 

Is  it  proposed  to  give  the  Director  of 
the  Budget  a  veto,  so  that  Congress 
could  not  consider  the  contract,  even 
though  Congress  disagreed  with  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Budget? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Will  the  Senator  tell 
me  why? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  was  responsible  for  this  recom¬ 
mendation  originally,  and  it  was  accept¬ 
ed  by  the  other  Members  of  the  Senate 
who  have  joined  in  sponsoring  it.  It  was 
considered  to  be  an  additional  safe¬ 
guard.  It  was  looked  on  as  another 
check  upon  the  broad  authority  to  enter 
into  lease-purchase  contracts. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr  MORSE.  I  do  not  object  to 
checks,  but  the  Senator  will  have  a  hard 
time  selling  me  on  authority  for  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  veto  by  the  Director  of  the 
Budget.  Let  us  suppose  that  in  San 
Francisco,  Calif.,  there  is  a  proposal  for 
dhe  erection  of  a  public  building,  under 
the  terms  of  the  bill  now  pending,  and 
all  the  other  administrative  agencies 
think  it  is  a  desirable  project.  Let  us 
suppose  that  great  public  bodies  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  also  think  it  is  a  fine  project,  and 
the  Senators  and  the  Representatives 
from  California  approve  the  idea;  all 
think  it  is  a  sound  proposal.  Let  us  as¬ 
sume  it  goes  through  all  the  channels, 
and  when  it  gets  to  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  he  says,  “I  don’t 
think  it  should  be  done.”  It  could  not 
even  reach  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  because  someone  in  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  had  sat  down  and  said, 
“No  soap,”  to  use  a  colloquialism.  That 
is  not  a  check;  that  is  vesting  in  a  bu¬ 
reaucrat  a  dictatorial  and  capricious 
power.  I  do  not  believe  in  that  kind  of 
power. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mi'.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  I  think  it  is  ob¬ 
vious  that  there  will  be  some  additional 
amendments  presented  for  considera¬ 
tion,  which  I  understand  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  had  con¬ 
templated  offering.  Whether  he  will 
offer  them  or  not,  I  do  not  know.  Other 
Senators  also  were  interested  in  amend¬ 
ments.  Since  the  Senate  will  not  be  able 
to  complete  consideration  of  the  bill  to¬ 
night,  I  wonder  if  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  the  suggested  additional  amend¬ 
ments  could  be  printed,  and  also  appear 
in  the  Record,  so  that  they  will  be  availa¬ 
ble  to  the  Senate  tomorrow.  Then,  un¬ 
der  the  prior  order  of  the  Senate,  we 
might  recess  until  tomorrow.  If  that 
course  is  followed,  the  Senate  probably 
will  make  progress. 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  permit  me,  I  should  like  to 
supplement  the  remarks  I  just  made  by 
one  additional  observation.  I  think  it  is 
perfectly  all  right  for  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  submit  an  ad¬ 
verse  report  for  the  consideration  of  the 
congressional  committees,  and  of  either 
House,  if  it  gets  to  either  body  for  con¬ 
sideration;  and  that  is  the  procedure 
usually  followed  in  the  Congress.  The 
Senator  has  sat  with  me  on  the  Public 
Works  Committee.  When  a  certain  mat¬ 
ter  has  come  up,  the  members  of  the 
committee  may  have  asked,  “What  has 
the  department  got  to  say  about  this? 
Is  there  an  adverse  report  or  a  favorable 
report?”  Members  of  the  committee  are 
greatly  influenced,  as  the  Senator  knows, 
by  an  adverse  report.  I  think  it  is  fair 
to  say  that  when  there  is  an  adverse  re¬ 
port  from  a  department  on  a  piece  of 
legislation  pending  before  the  committee, 
the  burden  of  proof  is,  in  a  way,  thrown 
on  the  advocates  of  the  bill  at  least  to  go 
forward  with  evidence  to  show  that  the 
bill  ought  to  be  passed. 

Until  I  hear  more  of  the  present  sug¬ 
gestion,  at  least,  I  certainly  shall  not 
respond  favorably  to  the  idea  of  writing 
into  the  bill  the  right  of  an  irrevocable 
veto  on  the  part  of  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The  Congress 
ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  over¬ 
ruling  the  Director  if  an  adverse  report 
from  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  is  made,  inasmuch  as  a  legisla¬ 
tive  function  is  involved. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  wish  to  take  any  more  time  of  the 
Senate,  in  view  of  the  suggestion  of  the 
majority  leader,  but  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  that  the  same  leg¬ 
islative  authority  exists  in  the  two  com¬ 
mittees  today,  and  would  exist  under  this 
bill  if  it  were  enacted  into  law,  to  deal 
with  specific  situations.  This  provision 
would  constitute  an  additional  check  or 
restriction  against  wholesale  authority 
to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  amendment,  with  the  pen¬ 
ciled  additions,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

On  page  3,  line  21,  immediately  after  tha 
subsection  designation  “(c)”,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  "No  proposed  purchase  contract 
shall  be  executed  under  this  section  unless, 
prior  to  the  time  at  which  the  Administrator 
has  come  into  agreement  with  congressional 
committees,  thereon,  such  contract  has  been 
approved  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  as  evidenced  by  a  written  state¬ 
ment  of  such  officer  to  the  effect  that  the 
execution  of  such  contract  is  necessary  and 
is  in  conformity  with  the  policy  of  the 
President.” 

On  page  4,  at  the  end  of  line  10,  Insert 
the  following:  “No  such  purchase  contract 
shall  provide  for  any  payments  to  be  made 
by  the  United  States  in  excess  of  the  amount 
necessary,  as  determined  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  to — 

"(II  amortize — • 

"(A)  the  cost  of  improvements  to  be  con¬ 
structed  plus  the  fair  market  value,  on  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  of  the  site,  if  owned 
or  acquired  by  the  contractor;  or 
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“(B)  the  fair  market  value,  on  the  date 
of  the  agreement,  of  completed  improve¬ 
ments  together  with  the  site  thereof;  or 
“(C)  a  combination  of  the  foregoing  in 
the  case  of  existing  improvements  to  be 
remodeled  by  the  contractor;  and 

"(2)  provide  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest 
on  the  outstanding  principal  as  determined 
under  (1)  above;  and 

“(3)  reimburse  the  contractor  for  the 
cost  of  any  other  obligations  assumed  by 
him  under  the  contract,  including  (but  not 
limited  to)  payment  of  taxes,  costs  of  carry¬ 
ing  appropriate  insurance,  and  costs  of 
repair  and  maintenance  if  so  assumed  by  the 
contractor.” 

On  page  4,  between  lines  19  and  20,  in¬ 
sert  the  following;  “For  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  such  agreement,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  shall  transmit  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  for 
reference  to  each  such  committee,  a  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  proposed  purchase -contract 
agreement  which  shall  include — 

“(1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building  to 
be  erected  at  a  given  location; 

“(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of 
site  and  building  together  with  the  term  of 
years  over  which  payments  would  run  and 
the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would  be 
acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such  cost; 

“(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  space  signed 
by  the  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies  which 
will  use  the  facility; 

“(4)  a  statement  by  the  Administrator  of 
the  General  Services  Administration  that 
suitable  space  owned  by  the  Government  is 
not  available  and  that  suitable  rental  space 
is  not  available  at  a  price  commensurate 
with  that  to  be  afforded  through  the  con¬ 
tract  proposed; 

“(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  cus¬ 
todial,  heat,  and  utility  services  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of 
their  probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any 
part  by  the  Government; 

“(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for 
tax  liability,  upkeep  and  maintenance  of  the 
property  by  either  the  contractor  or  the 
Government  during  the  period  of  the  con¬ 
tract; 

“(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  hous¬ 
ing  costs  currently  being  paid  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in  the 
building  to  be  erected;  and 

“(8)  a  statement  that  bids  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  will  not  be  advertised  until 
after  consultation,  if  within  15  days  follow¬ 
ing  the  submission  as  herein  provided  the 
committee  to  which  the  summary  is  referred 
requests  consultation  with  respect  to  the 
proposal.” 

On  page  10,  line  13,  immediately  after  the 
subsection  designation  “(d)”  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “No  proposed  purchase  contract  shall 
be  executed  under  this  section  unless,  prior 
to  the  time  at  which  the  Postmaster  General 
has  come  into  agreement  with  congressional 
committees  thereon,  such  contract  has  been 
approved  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  as  evidenced  by  a  written  state¬ 
ment  of  such  officer  to.  the  effect  that  the 
execution  of  such  contract  is  necessary  and 
is  in  conformity  with  the  policy  of  the 
President.” 

On  page  10,  line  18,  immediately  after  the 
period,  insert  the  following:  “No  such  agree¬ 
ment  shall  provied  for  any  payment  to  be 
made  by  the  United  States  in  excess  of  the 
amount  necessary,  as  determined ,  by  the 
Postmaster  General,  to — 

“(1)  amortize — 

“(A)  the  cost  of  improvements  to.be  con¬ 
structed  plus  the  fair  market  value,  on  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  of  the  site,  if  owned 
or  acquired  by  the  contractor,  or 

“(B)  the  fair  market  value,  on  the  date 
of  the  agreement,  of  completed  improve¬ 
ments  together  with  the  site  thereof,  or 
“(C)  a  combination  of  the  foregoing  in 


the  case  of  existing  improvements  to  be 
remodeled  by  the  contractor;  and 

“(2)  provide  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest 
on  the  outstanding  principal  as  determined 
under  (1)  above,  and 

“(3)  reimburse  the  contractor  for  the  cost 
of  any  other  obligations  assumed  by  him 
under  the  contract,  including  (but  not 
limited  to)  payment  of  taxes,  costs  of  carry¬ 
ing  appropriate  insurance,  and  costs  of  re¬ 
pair  and  maintenance  if  so  assumed  by  the 
contractor.” 

On  page  11,  line  11,  immediately  after  the 
period,  insert  the  following:  “For  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  such  agreement,  the  Postmaster 
General  shall  transmit  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  for  reference  to  each  such 
committee,  a  summary  of  the  proposed  lease- 
purchase  agreement  which  shall  include — • 

“(1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building 
to  be  erected  at  a  given  location; 

“(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of 
site  and  building  together  with  the  term  of 
years  over  which  payments  would  run  and 
the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would 
be  acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such 
cost; 

“(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space 
signed  by  the  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies 
which  will  use  the  facility; 

“(4)  a  statement  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  that  suitable  space  owned  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  not  available  and  that  suitable 
rental  space  is  not  available  at  a  price 
commensurate  with  that  to  be  afforded 
through  the  contract  proposed; 

“(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  cus¬ 
todial,  heat  and  utility  services  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of 
their  probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any 
part  by  the  Government; 

“(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for 
tax  liability,  upkeep  and  maintenance  of  the 
property  by  either  the  contractor  or  the 
Government  during  the  period  of  the 
contract; 

“(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other 
housing  costs  currently  being  paid  by  the 
Government  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed 
in  the  building  to  be  erected;  and 

“(8)  a  statement  that  bids  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  will  not  be  advertised  until 
after  consultation,  if  within  15  days  fol¬ 
lowing  the  submission  as  herein  provided 
the  committee  to  which  the  summary  is  re¬ 
ferred  requests  consultation  with  respect 
to  the  proposal.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
make  one  more  observation? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  what  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  said  in  his  last 
observation  has  to  be  considered  in  the 
light  of  what  was  done  by  the  McClellan 
amendment,  because  that  amendment 
changed  the  situation  somewhat.  Under 
the  McClellan  amendment  the  Senate 
has  sought  to  protect  itself  by  provid¬ 
ing  in  the  bill  that  such  undertakings 
as  it  covers  shall  come  back  to  it  for  a 
check.  I  am  in  favor  of  that  amend¬ 
ment;  but  I  want  the  action  of  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to 
be  subject  to  the  legislative  branch, 
rather  than  have  the  legislative  branch 
be  subject  to  a  veto  of  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  wish  my  col¬ 
league  would  discuss  the  question,  per¬ 
haps  overnight,  with  the  Senator  from 
Virginia,  and  some  of  its  other  authors. 
I  think  the  question  raised  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  is  at  least  worthy  of 
further  study.  I  thought  there  would 
be  some  value  in  getting  the  recom- 
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mendations  of  the  Director  of  the  Budg¬ 
et,  because,  after  all,  when  a  lease- 
purchase  contract  is  made,  it  becomes 
an  obligation  against  the  budget  of  the 
United  States,  and  one  .for  which  we 
must  ultimately  find  the  funds.  \  I  think 
there"  would  begreat  value  in  having  the 
recommendations  of  the  Director  of  the 
Budget  as  to  whether,  in  his  judgment, 
a  project  is  either  good  or  not  good,  or 
to  have  either  a  favorable  or  an  unfavor¬ 
able  report. 

I  think  there  might  be  some  suggestion 
made  tomorrow,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  amendment  which  was  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  and  adopted  by 
the  Senate,  that  perhaps  the  Senate  does 
not  need  to  go  quite  to  the  extent  of 
giving  the  Director  of  the  Budget  what 
appears  to  be,  as  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  pointed  out,  a  veto  power. 
Perhaps  the  Senator  from  Virginia,  the 
Senator  from  California,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  and  the  other  Sen¬ 
ators,  who  very  properly  wanted  all  the 
safeguards  which  were  necessary  to  be 
thrown  around  this  authority,  might  find 
it  possible  to  afford  the  safeguards  by 
providing  that  before  a  lease-purchase 
agreement  can  be  entered  into  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Budget  must  pass  on  it 
and  give  at  least  his  recommendation. 
But  I  do  not  believe  the  Congress  should 
give  him  the  absolute  right  of  veto.  I 
have  arrived  at  no  final  decision  in  my 
own  mind  on  the  question,  but  I  think  a 
very  interesting  point  has  been  raised, 
and  one  which  should  be  explored  over¬ 
night. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  am  not  a  sponsor  of 
the  amendment,  but  what  the  committee 
members  had  in  mind  was  that  a  great 
deal  of  money  will  be  involved.  The 
lease-purchase  contract  arrangement  is 
a  plan  being  used  now  by  private  groups 
to  a  great  extent.  For  example,  some  of  ’ 
the  chain-store  groups  have  individuals 
erect  buildings  for  them,  they  rent  them,  / 
and  the  rentals  are  applied  to  paying  for 
the  buildings. 

What  the  members  of  the  committee 
tried  to  do  was  to  establish  as  many 
safeguards  as  possible.  After  the  bill 
was  referred  to  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate,  we  felt  that  there 
were  a  great  number  of  restrictions 
which  should  be  made,  and  I  think  it  is 
a  matter  the  Senate  should  debate 
rather  thoroughly.  The  Senate  has  al¬ 
ready  discussed  it  rather  extensively. 
The  question  of  the  safeguards  should 
be  considered,  because,  as  the  bill  is  now 
worded,  the  idea  behind  the  provision 
that  the  Budget  Director  shall  pass  on 
a  project  is  that  he  has  a  staff  which 
can  check  on  values,  and  matters  of  that 
kind.  It  was  felt  that  a  provision  of  the 
kind  suggested  would  make  less  work 
for  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  think  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  done  an  excellent  job  in  pro¬ 
viding  safeguards  in  connection  with 
this  rather  new  procedure  in  the  matter 
of  public  buildings.  The  committee  is 
to  be  commended. 
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So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  as  a  legis¬ 
lator  and  as  a  Member  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States,  I  wish  to  see  the  Con¬ 
gress  retain  control  of  the  purse  strings, 

Mr.  MARTIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  importance  of 
having  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  retain  control  of  the  purse 
strings  of  a  nation  was  demonstrated  in 
the  early  days  in  England;  and  the 
founders  of  this  Republic  recognized  the 
importance  of  having  the  legislative 
branch  retain  that  power,  and  they 
wished  to  be  sure  it  was  maintained  in 
the  legislative  branch.  I,  too,  wish  to 
have  it  maintained  in  the  legislative 
branch;  and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  all  other  members  of  the  leg¬ 
islative  branch  of  the  Government  wish 
to  have  that  done.  Certainly,  it  is 
proper  for  us  to  maintain  that  position 
in  connection  with  the  discharge  of  our 
obligations.  So  long  as  I  serve  in  this 
body,  I  shall  wish  to  have  the  Congress 
maintain  that  control.  I  never  wish  to 
see  Congress  surrender  control  of  the 
purse  strings.  To  do  so  would  be  to 
make  a  fundamental  change  in  our  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  do  not  wish  to  see  such  a 
change  made  under  either  a  Democratic 
administration  or  a  Republican  admin¬ 
istration.  In  short,  I  simply  do  not  wish 
to  see  such  a  change  made — period. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
fully  in  agreement  with  the  majority 
leader. 

I  hope  the  sponsors  of  the  amendment 
will  be  able  during  the  night  to  work 
out  what  the  majority  leader  has  sug¬ 
gested,  for  his  suggestion  is  a  very  good 

one. 

Following  his  statement  about  control 
of  the  purse  strings,  let  me  point  out 
that  the  first  step  toward  dictatorship 
is  when  the  legislative  body  or  branch, 
surrenders  control  of  the  purse  strings. 
If  all  power  is  placed  in  the  executive, 
a  dictatorship  is  created,  regardless  of 
what  party  is  in  power. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
that  there  may  not  be  any  misunder¬ 
standing,  let  me  say  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  submitted  by  three  distinguished 
Senators  and  myself  was  not  drafted 
hastily.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  drafted 
with  great  care,  and  was  drafted  because 
this  group  of  Senators  and  the  commit¬ 
tee  which  conducted  hearings  on  the  bill 
and  studied  the  bill  did  not  wish  to  have 
Congress  grant  to  two  Government 
agencies  authority  so  extensive  that  it 
might  be  liable  to  considerable  abuse. 

Of  course,  it  is  obvious  that  whenever 
any  Senator  wishes  to  have  Congress 
pass  a  bill  providing  for  the  purchase 
of  a  building  or  for  the  lease-purchase 
of  a  building,  such  a  bill  can  be  intro¬ 
duced;  and,  regardless  of  what  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or 
what  any  other  agency  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  may  wish  to 
do  about  it,  the  appropriate  congres¬ 
sional  committee  can  hold  hearings  on 
the  bill,  and  it  can  be  passed  by  Con¬ 
gress  and  enacted  into  law. 

This  restriction  has  been  included  in 
the  pending  bill,  although  when  it  came 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  to  the 


Senate,  and  was  referred  to  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  con¬ 
tained  no  restriction  of  any  kind  or 
character,  aside  from  a  provision  that 
the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
would  be  notified  about  the  number, 
amount,  and  character  of  the  lease - 
purchase  agreements  which  had  been 
entered  into  during  a  preceding  3 -month 
period,  as  I  recall. 

I  joined  with  the  great  majority  of 
the  members  of  the  committee — and, 
finally,  with  all  of  them,  I  believe — in 
insisting  that  the  bill  contain  restric¬ 
tions,  so  that  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tees  of  the  House  and  the  Senate  would 
be  given  the  same  opportunity  that  simi¬ 
lar  committees  now  have  with  respect  to 
expenditures  by  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense.  Such  a  provision  amounts  to  an 
additional  safeguard. 

I  repeat  that  the  amendment  has  not 
been  drafted  hastily. 

I  say  in  all  good  faith  in  my  colleague 
the  senior  Senator  from  California,  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon,  and  to  the  re¬ 
spected  chairman  of  the  committee  on 
which  I  serve,  that  they,  too,  will  wish  to 
consider  the  need  in  this  field  of  pro¬ 
viding  proper  safeguards  when  giving 
wholesale  authority  to  enter  into  lease- 
purchase  agreements,  as  provided  in  the 
pending  bill. 

I  wish  to  assure  my  colleague  that  the 
amendment  has  not  been  hurriedly 
written.  The  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  who  is  extremely  well 
versed  in  this  entire  field,  urged  the 
amendment,  and  the  other  three  Sena¬ 
tors  joined  in  sponsoring  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
assure  my  colleague  that  I  am  not  sug¬ 
gesting  that  the  amendment  was  drawn 
hastily.  I  can  understand  the  reasons 
for  it  and  the  reason  the  Senator  from 
Virginia,  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota,  and  other  Senators  have  for  wish¬ 
ing  to  tighten  up  this  measure,  which 
came  to  us  with  virtually  no  restrictions 
whatever. 

In  the  discussion  we  have  had  tonight 
on  the  floor,  I  believe  additional  view¬ 
points  may  have  been  expressed,  and 
may  be  worthy  of  consideration  over¬ 
night;  and  tomorrow  the  discussion  can 
be  continued. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
take  only  a  moment. 

First,  let  me  say  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  that  I  did  not  mean  to 
suggest  that  the  amendment  had  not  re¬ 
ceived  very  careful  consideration.  What 
I  had  in  mind,  and  what  I  think  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  and  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  had  in  mind,  was 
that  we  did  not  wish  to  give  veto  power 
to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

The  restrictions  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  has  proposed  to  be 
thrown  around  the  bill  are  approved  by 
me  in  their  entirety. 

I  should  like  to  say  that  as  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  partic¬ 
ularly  in  cooperation  with  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  has  done 
a  magnificent  job  on  the  bill. 
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I  admit  I  have  been  worried  about  the 
bill  ever  since  it  was  referred  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Those  Senators — in  fact  all  the 
committee,  but  particularly  those  two 
Senators — have  done  a  magnificent  job 
on  the  bill,  and  I  know  they  have  not 
taken  any  action  hastily. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  very 
much  for  his  statement. 

Mr.  President,  in  concluding  my  re¬ 
marks  for  today,  let  me  say  that  the  bill 
delegates  new  authority  to  two  agencies; 
it  gives  them  wholesale  authority  to 
enter  into  so-called  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tracts.  The  amendment  restricts  their 
use  of  that  authority,  by  requiring  them, 
among  other  things,  to  obtain  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  To  that  extent  the  bill  does 
not  tie  the  hands  of  Congress.  It  re¬ 
stricts  the  agencies  to  whom  this  power  is 
delegated,  by  requiring  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  approve 
what  they  wish  to  have  done,  before  their 
recommendations  come  to  Congress  and 
to  the  two  Committees  on  Public  Works. 


RECESS 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
pursuant  to  the  previous  order  of  the 
Senate,  I  now  move  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  until  12  o’clock  noon 
tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
6  o’clock  and  18  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  took  a  recess,  the  recess  being,  under 
the  order  previously  entered,  until  to¬ 
morrow,  Thursday,  April  15,  1954,  at  12 
o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  April  14,  1954: 

United  States  Marshal 

Thomas  R.  Clark,  of  Hawaii,  to  he  United 
States  marshal  for  the  district  of  Hawaii, 
vice  Otto  F.  Heine,  term  expired. 

Postmasters 

The  following -named  persons  to  be  post¬ 
masters  : 

CALIFORNIA 

Lloyd  L.  Adamson,  Bloomington,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  S.  L.  Wingert,  retired. 

William  A.  Cook,  Irvine,  Calif.,  in  place  of 
T.  W.  Zitlau,  resigned. 

Herman  D.  Vandergon,  Le  Grand,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  W.  I.  Glasgow,  retired. 

Arthur  J.  Schneider,  McFarland,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  V.  E.  Combs,  deceased. 

Harriet  P.  Vial,  Rosamond,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  L.  A.  Angell,  retired. 

Lawrence  F.  Sandquist,  Rosemead,  Calif., 
in  place  of  N.  A.  Stump,  retired. 

Hale  S.  Burger,  Windsor,  Calif.,  in  place  of 
A.  C.  Byrn,  retired. 

Clarence  L.  Knight,  Yolo,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  E.  A.  Russell,  resigned. 

COLORADO 

Gilbert  H.  Moeller,  Delta,  Colo.,  in  place 
of  G.  G.  Ellington,  resigned. 

Marion  H.  Bray,  Fort  Logan,  Colo.,  in  place 
of  A.  M.  Padan,  retired. 

Charles  Robert  Skees,  Nucla,  Colo.,  in  place 
of  E.  F.  Baldwin,  retired. 

Jennie  E.  Kimble,  Simla,  Colo.,  in  place  of 
W.  T.  Moreland,  transferred. 

CONNECTICUT 

Emerson  J.  Surprenant,  North  Branford, 
Conn.  Office  established  August  X,  1952. 
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Paul  P.  Pavia,  Stamford,  Conn.,  In  place 
of  C.  P.  McGuinness,  retired, 

FLORIDA 

Harry  P.  Swathwood,  Cortez,  Fla.,  in  place 
of  B.  E.  Guthrie,  deceased. 

Green  J.  McGriff,  Jr.,  Starke,  Fla.,  in  place 
of  F.  F.  Stump,  retired. 

IDAHO 

Thelma  J.  Butts,  Hope,  Idaho,  in  place  of 
M.  C.  Van  Stone,  removed. 

ILLINOIS 

Elizabeth  J.  Grahn,  Altona,  Ill.,  in  place  of 
A.  S.  Austin,  retired. 

Hobart  C.  Berghorn,  Barrington,  Ill.,  in 
place  of  L.  B.  Paddock,  removed.  „ 

Ralph  C.  Scott,  Carlyle,  Ill.,  in  place  of 
C.  N.  Fisher,  resigned. 

James  R.  Jirus,  Cornell,  Ill.,  in  place  of 
R.  J.  Beck,  transferred. 

Madge  L.  Snell,  Gilson,  Ill.,  in  place  of  Leo 
Pickrel,  resigned. 

Ila  W.  Nelson,  Plano,  Ill.,  in  place  of  C.  W. 
Frank,  deceased. 

Albert  H.  Brandt,  Red  Bud,  Ill.,  in  place 
of  O.  H.  Thielen,  transferred. 

INDIANA 

Earl  B.  Schwanke,  Demotte,  Ind.,  in  place 
Of  N.  S.  True,  retired. 

Gerald  K.  Carr,  Greentown,  Ind.,  in  place 
of  E.  B.  Cates,  retired. 

Dean  M.  Wakeland,  Idaville,  Ind.,  in  place 
of  Ray  Friday,  retired. 

Dean  O.  Neff,  Rochester,  Ind.,  in  place  of 
Dow  Haimbaugh,  resigned. 

Louie  C.  Neu,  Shelbyville,  Ind.,  in  place  of 
G.  O.  Thurston,  deceased. 

Arnold  O.  Hipskind,  Urbana,  Ind.,  in  place 
of  Albert  Rautenkranz,  retired. 

IOWA 

Edward  M.  Rowse,  Correctionville,  Iowa,  in 
place  of  W.  E.  Shontz,  retired. 

John  R.  Bruns,  Deep  River,  Iowa,  in  place 
of  A.  M.  Stephenson,  retired. 

Allen  R.  Yashack,  Diagonal,  Iowa,  in  place 
of  K.  I.  Morrow,  transferred. 

Frederick  Meyer,  Stanwood,  Iowa,  in  place 
of  C.  J.  Long,  retired. 

KANSAS 

Ernest  A.  King,  Barnard,  Kans.,  in  place  of 
F.  H.  Gibbs,  deceased. 

Harold  E.  Schiewe,  Ellinwood,  Kans.,  in 
place  of  G.  F.  Heim,  Jr.,  removed. 

George  K.  Jackson,  Emporia,  Kans.,  in  place 
of  W.  P.  Yearout,  retired. 

Elmer  Lull,  Haddam,  Kans.,  in  place  of 
F.  T.  Fend,  transferred. 

James  H.  Parsons,  Lawrence,  Kans.,  in 
place  of  R.  M.  Williams,  retired. 

Eugene  B.  Hyndman,  Wellington,  Kans., 
in  place  of  E.  M.  Holt,  resigned. 

Dale  H.  Stinson,  Wilson,  Kans.,  in  place 
of  E.  C.  Jarus,  deceased. 

Edna  G.  McClure,  Zenith,  Kans.,  in  place 
of  F.  S.  Smith,  resigned. 

LOUISIANA 

Thomas  F.  Patin,  Breaux  Bridge,  La.,  in 
place  of  R.  J.  Patin,  retired. 

MAINE 

John  Chase,  North  Edgecomb,  Maine,  in 
place  of  M.  M.  Miller,  deceased. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Frank  G.  Haley,  Medfield,  Mass.,  in  place 
of  J.  D.  Scully,  resigned. 

MICHIGAN 

Lyal  E.  Lucas,  Berrien  Springs,  Mich.,  in 
place  of  C.  M.  Bedinger,  retired. 

John  A.  Bunyan,  Bridgeport,  Mich.,  in 
place  of  L.  M.  McNally,  retired. 

Jean  E.  Welch,  Bridgewater,  Mich.,  in 
place  of  G.  J.  Bersuder,  retired. 

John  D.  Duguid,  Chesaning,  Mich.,  in 
place  of  L.  L.  Feuerstein,  transferred. 

Arthur  Wade  Drake,  Colon,  Mich.,  in  place 
of  A.  G.  Warlick,  Jr.,  transferred. 

Earl  H.  Kabel,  Lawrence,  Mich.,  in  place 
of  G.  M.  Gould,  retired. 


Jay  F.  Fournier,  Morrice,  Mich.,  in  place 
of  C.  F.  McDivitt,  Jr.,  transferred. 

MINNESOTA 

Gilbert  F.  Ostendorf,  Freeport,  Minn.,  in 
place  of  F.  H.  Dumont,  transferred. 

Walter  E.  McRoberts,  Herman,  Minn.,  in 
place  of  E.  P.  Brackin,  retired. 

Robert  L.  Aldrich,  Hewitt,  Minn.,  in  place 
of  G.  B.  Engelmann,  resigned. 

Orville  C.  Stordahl,  McIntosh,  Minn.,  in 
place  of  M.  L.  Downing,  resigned. 

Lionel  J.  Spaniol,  St.  Cloud,  Minn.,  in 
place  of  J.  A.  Henry,  retired. 

MISSOURI 

C.  Dale  Murphy,  Bourbon,  Mo.,  in  place  of 
J.  H.  Essman,  retired. 

Leo  H.  Krueger,  Montgomery  City,  Mo.,  in 
place  of  H.  E.  Ball,  retired. 

William  P.  Gray,  Pleasant  Hill,  Mo.,  in 
place  of  B.  V.  Jones,  resigned. 

Lloyd  D.  Gill,  Powersville,  Mo.,  in  place  of 
J.  E.  Cole,  transferred. 

Carl  Darrell  Marti,  Tarkio,  Mo.,  in  place 
of  Alexander  Rankin,  retired. 

Willard  R.  Emo,  Vandalia,  Mo.,  in  place  of 
E.  C.  Merrell,  deceased. 

MONTANA 

Albert  M.  Valacich,  Black  Eagle,  Mont.,  in 
place  of  August  Cor,  retired. 

Jean  L.  Creecy,  Willow  Creek,  Mont.,  in 
place  of  M.  F.  DeBree,  removed. 

NEBRASKA 

Dale  F.  Fattig,  Brady,  Nebr.,  in  place  of 
G.  D.  Carroll,  transferred. 

John  C.  Horner,  Friend,  Nebr.,  in  place  of 
P.  J.  Mullin,  retired. 

Elizabeth  R.  Olson,  Lindsay,  Nebr.,  in  place 
of  A.  P.  Peterson,  retired. 

Donald  R.  Shipman,  Sidney,  Nebr.,  in  place 
of  J.  W.  Martinosky,  removed. 

Gerhardt  Wiard,  Sutton,  Nebr.,  in  place  of 
G.  H.  Matteson,  deceased. 

Jean  A.  Boyd,  Winside,  Nebr.,  in  place  of 
C.  M.  McIntyre,  deceased. 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE 

James  M.  Cripps,  Holderness,  N.  H.,  in 
place  of  L.  W.  Marden,  deceased. 

Delmar  F.  Haskell,  Jackson,  N.  H.,  in  place 
of  H.  O.  Harriman,  retired. 

NEW  JERSEY 

Elva  B.  Feller,  Fayson  Lakes,  N.  J.,  in 
place  of  L.  C.  Siebert,  resigned. 

Stephen  M.  Vahalv,  Port  Reading,  N,  J., 
in  place  of  N.  M.  DaPrile,  resigned. 

Clifford  L.  Cardozo,  Scotch  Plains,  N.  J,, 
in  place  of  A.  J.  Thomas,  retired. 

NEW  YORK 

Dorothy  A.  White,  Bloomingdale,  N.  Y.,  in 
place  of  L.  P.  Rock,  retired. 

Joseph  R.  Hawn,  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  in  place 
of  J.  M.  Keyes,  deceased. 

Theodore  O.  Gramm,  Campbell  Hall,  N.  Y., 
in  place  of  Ellicott  McClung,  retired. 

Ruth  M.  Rohner,  Cross  River,  N.  Y.,  in 
place  of  C.  A.  Miller,  deceased. 

Charles  A.  Winslow,  Deansboro,  N.  Y.,  in 
place  of  W.  J.  Duvelow,  removed. 

Lester  H.  Sweatt,  Essex,  N.  Y.,  in  place  of 

M.  T.  Powers,  retired. 

Clyde  E.  Van  Rensselaer,  Forestville,  N.  Y., 
in  place  of  M.  S.  Valvo,  transferred. 

Theodore  H.  Sheldon,  Fort  Montgomery, 

N.  Y„  in  place  of  H.  F.  Garrison,  retired. 

John  B.  Connelly,  Goshen,  N.  Y.,  in  place 

of  W.  J.  Tuthill,  deceased. 

Elodine  S.  Baxter,  Hinsdale,  N.  Y.,  in  place 
of  D.  B.  Allen,  retired. 

Robert  R.  Austell,  Middletown,  N.  Y.,  in 
place  of  F.  F.  Sheerin,  retired. 

Ralph  E.  Ouderkirk,  Jr.,  Palantine  Bridge, 
N.  Y.,  in  place  of  A.  W.  Wohlgemuth,  retired. 

Doris  K.  Bartow,  Rexford,  N.  Y.,  in  place 
of  J.  L.  Moran,  declined. 

Frank  P.  Platz,  Shandaken,  N.  Y.,  in  place 
of  C.  E.  Griffin,  deceased. 

Walter  L.  Deutsch,  Slate  Hill,  N.  Y„  in  place 
of  D.  H.  Evans,  retired. 


Robert  L.  Hosmer,  Star  Lake,  N.  Y.,  in  place 
of  M.  M.  McCabe,  deceased. 

Alice  C.  Lenz,  Strykersville,  N.  Y.,  in  place 
of  H.  T.  Empson,  transferred. 

Harold  Allen,  Tannersville,  N.  Y.,  in  place 
of  M.  L.  Doyle,  deceased. 

Elizabeth  B.  Kenfleld,  Verona,  N.  Y.,  in 
place  of  J.  W.  Cook,  retired. 

NORTH  CAROLINA 

Blanche  T.  Nelson,  Atlantic,  N.  C.,  in  place 
of  W.  W.  Parker,  resigned. 

Henry  G.  Williamson,  Cerro  Gordo,  N.  C., 
in  place  of  K.  E.  Kellihan,  retired. 

Hoy  C.  Correll,  China  Grove,  N.  C.,  in  place 
of  H.  A.  McNeely,  retired. 

Elmo  S.  Orr,  Mountain  Home,  N.  C.,  in 
place  of  L.  D.  Renfro,  resigned. 

OHIO 

William  L.  Meder,  Bellaire,  Ohio,  in  place 
of  H.  C.  Glaser,  retired. 

Clinton  C.  Dill,  Bellville,  Ohio,  in  place  of 
J.  B.  Kochheiser,  retired. 

Anne  F.  Day,  Glenmont,  Ohio,  in  place  of 
A.  A.  Dete,  resigned. 

Mabel  E.  Crawford,  Holmesville,  Ohio,  in 
place  of  H.  R.  Cutter,  resigned. 

Hoy  J.  Seckinger,  Jacksonville,  Ohio,  in 
place  of  J.  G.  Price,  resigned. 

William  D.  Griffith,  Shawnee,  Ohio,  in  place 
of  I.  A.  Falls,  retired. 

Henry  M.  Heyl,  Wooster,  Ohio,  in  place  of 
J.  A.  Stark,  resigned. 

OKLAHOMA 

Harold  S.  Howard,  McAlester,  Okla.,  in 
place  of  J.  W.  Phillips,  retired. 

Everette  E.  Johnson,  Stillwater,  Okla.,  in 
place  of  H.  A.  McNutt,  resigned. 

OREGON 

Clyde  W.  Carstens,  Roseburg,  Oreg.,  in 
place  of  L.  L.  Wimberly,  deceased. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Grandfleld  White,  Cambridge  Springs,  Pa., 
in  place  of  D.  J.  Cullinan,  resigned. 

Henry  C.  Schlosser,  Gallitzin,  Pa.,  in  place 
of  J.  J.  Quinn,  resigned. 

John  A.  Moore,  Gibsonia,  Pa.,  in  place  of 
H.  H.  Park,  deceased. 

Burdette  L.  Gelnett,  Grampian,  Pa.,  in 
place  of  W.  L.  Nolder,  retired. 

Albert  F.  Rusiewicz,  Natrona,  Pa.,  in  place 
of  J.  C.  Clark.  Incumbent’s  commission  ex¬ 
pired  June  23,  1942. 

Earl  S.  Thoman,  Railroad,  Pa.,  in  place  of 
F.  R.  Hoover,  resigned. 

Clarence  R.  Pfaff,  South  Heights,  Pa.,  in 
place  of  E.  M.  Frey,  resigned. 

Albert  F.  Kutzer,  Tremont,  Pa.,  in  place  of 
J.  A.  Maurer,  retired. 

SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Robert  L.  Brown,  Bradley,  S.  Dak.,  in  place 
of  E.  A.  Sproat,  retired. 

Lloyd  W.  Malde,  Mount  Vernon,  S.  Dak., 
in  place  of  B.  W.  P.  Oakley,  transferred. 

TEXAS 

Floyd  Z.  Pannell,  Tulia,  Tex.,  in  place  of 
W.  A.  Graham,  retired. 

\  VIRGINIA 

Ellwood  B.  Groseclose,  Ivanhoe,  Va.,  in 
place  of  C.  E.  Hanks,  retired. 

WASHINGTON 

Francis  M.  Moses,  Centralia,  Wash.,  in 
place  of  A.  K.  Filson,  retired. 

Norman  W.  Senter,  North  Bonneville, 
Wash.,  in  place  of  Roy  Emerson,  retired. 

Margaret  Bright,  Richmond  Beach,  Wash., 
in  place  of  L.  C.  Smid,  resigned. 

WISCONSIN 

Archibald  G.  Campbell,  Barneveld,  Wis.,  in 
place  of  F.  V.  Starry,  deceased. 

Martin  O.  Netland,  Catawba,  Wis.,  in  place 
of  J.  A.  Moore,  transferred. 

Louis  L.  Dinkel,  Fox  Lake,  Wis.,  in  place 
of  George  Medley,  retired. 

Gordon  J.  Hauser,  Hilbert,  Wis.,  in  place  of 
C.  H.  Eldridge,  transferred. 
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HIGHLIGHTS :  Senate  debated  buildings  lease-purchase  bill.  Sen.  Lirksen  d ef ended 
reduction  in  dairy  price  supports.  Rep.  Kean  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to 
extend  Trade  Agreements  Act. 


HORSE 

1.  STANDARD  CONTAINER.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  was  granted 

permission  until  April  23  to  file  a  report  on  H,-  R.  ,83o7,  ,to  amend  the  Standard 
Container  Act  to  provide  for  a  3/8ths  bushel  measurement  (p.  Lj.929).  The  Com¬ 
mittee  had  earlier  ordered  this  bill  reported  (p.  Dli.20). 

2.  TARIFF  RATES,  Rep#  Bailey  criticized  the  President’s  request  for  reduced 

tariffs  and  described  some  of  the  possible  effects  this  would  have  on  the 
price  support  programs  (pp,  U936-7). 

3.  BUDGETING,  Rep,  Fisher  stated  that  proposed  reductions  in  income  taxes  should 

not  be  authorized  until  the  budget  is  balanced  (pp.  U9U3-0 ) • 

*  * 

U •  FARM  PRICES,  Rep,  McCormack  described  some  of  the  accomplishments  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  stated  that  "the  problem  of  farmers*  falling  income,  which 
Secretary  Benson  would  reduce  still  further...,  is  still  unsolved"  (pp.  k9h$-6), 

5,  Ap/oURNED  until  Mon,,  Apr.  26,.  (p,  1|9U9-). 

SENATE  -  . 


6C  BUILDINGS.  Continued  debate  on  H,  R,  63U2,  to  authorize  GSA  to  provide  for 
private  construction  of  buildings  with  lease  agreements  providing  for  gradual 
purchase  of  the  buildings  by  the  Government  (pp#  U90I4-II,  U922-3). 

Agreed  to  the  following  amendments:*  .  ' 

By  Sen,  Kuchel,  requiring  approval  by  the  Budget  Bureau  of  each  lease-’ 

purchase  agreement  before  submission  to  the  Public  orks  Committees,  and 
limiting  certain  payments  for  amortization  (pp.  JU90U— 3 ) « 

By  Sen,  Stennis  (to  perfect  Sen0  McClellan’s  amendment  agreed  to  Apr.  lli) 
prohibiting  any  lease-purchase  agreement  unless  the  agreement  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Public  Dorks  Committees  (p,  14.908). 
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Bv  Sens.  Cordon  and  Stennis  providing  that  every  lease-purchase  contract,  shall 
be  paid  off  in  equal  annual  amounts,  limiting  such  contracts  xn  any  on-  yea; 
to  specific  limitations  in  appropriation  acts,  and  establishing  a  limita- 
tion  of  dh  million  therefor  prior  to  July  1,  195b  (PP«  49 09-11)* 

Agreed  that  beginning  Tues.,  Apr*  20,  debate  will  be  limited  on  any  amendment  to 
1  hour,  and  that  debate  on  passage  of  the  bill' will  be. limited  to  1  nour  (pP* 

U922-3).  _ _ _ _ 


N  7.  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Dirksen  spoke  in  defense  of  Secretary  Benson’s  re¬ 
duction  of  dairy  price  supports  (pp.  li.8<?8-9).  ,  . 

\  .  Sen.  Humphrey  stated  he  had  received  a  number  of  resolutions  and  petitions 

•  from  various  Minn,  communities  "urging  that  farm  price  supports  be  maintained 
at  90  to  100  percent  of  parity"  (p.  hQ95) • 


8.  BUDGETING:  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Carlson  praised  the  appointment  of  Rowland  R.  hughes 
-  to  succeed  Joseph  M*  Dodge  as  Director,  of  the  Bureau  of  the- Budget  tpp.  4-'W-b), 


9.  RECESSED  until  Mon.,  Apr.  19  (p.  U927)« 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 


10.  FARM  LABOR.  H.R.  8857-,  by  Hop.  Reed,  N.Y.,  to  extend  and  improve  the  unemploy- 
ment  compensation  program;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee  (p.  4949 )  • 


11.  FARM  PROGRAM.  H.R.  88^8,  by  Rep.  Martin,  Iowa,  ”to  encourage  a  stable,  prosper¬ 
ous,  and  free  agriculture;"  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  4949) o 


12.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  H.R.  8860,  by  Rep.  Kean,  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
President  to  enter  into  trade  agreements  under  ^section  350  of  the  lari^f  iic 
1930,  as  amended;  to  Mays  and  Means  Committee  (p»  h9u9 ) .  I'-emarke  of  aut  lor 
(pp.  U929-30), 


13.  PERSONNEL.  H.R.  8863,  by  Rep,  Hardy,  to  amend  the  Civil  service  retirement  Act 
of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended,  to  provide  a  uniform  rate  for  the  computation  of 
all  annuities;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  (p.  4949)*  Remarks 


of  author  (p.  U9U6). 


( 


liu  PUBLIC  WORKS.  H.R.  886h,  by  Rep*  Howell,  to  offset  unemployment  by  providing 

for  Federal  assistance  to  States  and  local  governments  in  projects  of  construc¬ 
tion,  alteration,  expansion,  or  repair  of  public  facilities  and  improvements; 

'  to  Fublic  Works  Committee  (p.  U9U9). 


15,  EDUCATION.  H.R.  8867,  by  Rep.  Holt,  to  provide  financial  assistance  for  the 
construction  of  public  elementary  and  secondary  schools  in  the  states,  and 
other  parts  of  the  U.S.;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee  (p*  U9U9). 

H.R.  8868,  by  Rep.  Holt,  to  provide  for  Federal  financial  assistance  to  tl 
States  an$’Territories  in  the  construction  of  public  elementary  and  secondary 
school  facilities;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee  (p.  h9h9) , 


16.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  H.  J.  Res.  501,  by  Rep.  Aspinall,  and  H.  J.  Res,  <03,  by  Rep. 
King,  Calif.,  to  constitute  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administration  on  execu¬ 
tive  department;  to  Government  Operations  Committee  (p.  U9U9)* 
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spo risibility  for  the  welfare  of  his  country 
when  he  said : 

"This  Nation,  under  God,  shall  have  a  new 
birth  of  freedom  and  that  government  of 
the  people,  by  the  people,  for  the  people, 
shall  not  perish  from  the  earth.” 

With  these  closing  words  the  immortal 
Gettysburg  address  was  born. 

The  presidential  campaign  in  1864  was 
conducted  under  the  stress'  and  strain  of 
existing  war,  with  an  under  current  of 
doubt  as  to  the  result.  There  was  consid¬ 
erable  opposition  among  an  element  in  the 
Democratic  Party  in  the  North,  especially 
in  Ohio  and  New  York,  to  continuing  the 
war,  claiming  it  was  a  failure.  As  the  time 
for  holding  the  national  conventions  ap¬ 
proached  the  excitement  was  intense  and 
considerable  bitterness  was  displayed. 

President  Lincoln  was  nominated  by  ac¬ 
clamation  for  a  second  term,  and  Hannibal 
Hamlin,  of  Maine,  for  Vice  President,  in  the 
convention  held  in  Baltimore  June  9. 

The  Democratic  National  Convention  was 
held  in  Chicago  on  the  29th  of  August;  Gen. 
George  B.  McClellan,  of  New  York,  was  nomi¬ 
nated  for  President  and  George  H.  Pendle¬ 
ton,  of  Ohio,  for  Vice  President. 

In  the  general  election  in  November  Mr. 
Lincoln  received  2,216,000  votes  and  General 
McClellan  1,800,000  votes. 

The  second  inaugural  address  of  President 
Lincoln  March  4,  1865,  was  delivered  before 
a  vast  concourse  of  people  on  the  eastern 
front  of  the  capitol  and  is  one  of  the  most 
remarkable  of  his  public  utterances.  It  will 
hold  a  high  place  among  the  greatest  state 
papers  that  history  has  preserved.  At  that 
time  he  was  facing  momentous  problems  of 
fate  and  responsibility.  The  message  was 
the  shortest  of  any  presidential  inaugural 
before  or  since,  and  is  well  worthy  to  be  read 
at  this  time.  It  is  as  follows: 

"Fellow  countrymen,  at  this  second  ap¬ 
pearing  to  take  the  oath  of  the  Presidential 
office  there  is  less  occasion  for  an  extended 
address  than  there  was  at  the  first.  Then 
a  statement  somewhat  in  detail  of  a  course 
to  be  pursued  seemed  fitting  and  proper. 
Now  at  the  expiration  of  4  years,  during 
which  public  declarations  have  been  con¬ 
stantly  called  forth  on  every  point  and  phase 
of  the  great  contest  which  still  absorbs  the 
attention  and  engrosses  the  energies  of  the 
Nation,  little  that  is  new  could  be  pre¬ 
sented.  The  progress  of  our  arms,  upon 
which  all  else  chiefly  depends,  is  as  well 
known  to  the  public  as  to  myself,  and  it 
is,  I  trust,  reasonably  satisfactory  and  en¬ 
couraging  to  all.  With  high  hope  for  the 
future,  no  prediction  in  regard  to  it  is  ven¬ 
tured. 

"On  the  occasion  corresponding  to  this 
4  years  all  thoughts  were  anxiously  directed 
to  an  impending  civil  war.  All  dreaded  it, 
all  sought  to  avert  it.  While  the  inaugural 
address  was  being  delivered  from  this  place, 
devoted  altogether  to  saving  the  Union  with¬ 
out  war,  insurgent  agents  were  in  the  city 
seeking  to  destroy  it  without  war- — seeking 
to  dissolve  the  Union  and  divide  effects  by 
negotiation.  Both  parties  deprecated  war, 
but  one  of  them  would  make  war  rather  than 
let  the  Nation  survive,  and  the  other  would 
accept  war  rather  than  let  it  perish,  and 
the  war  came. 

“One-eighth  of  the  whole  population  were 
colored  slaves,  not  distributed  generally  over 
the  Union,  but  localized  in  the  southern  part 
of  it.  These  slaves  constituted  a  peculiar 
and  powerful  interest.  All  knew  that  this 
interest  was  somehow  the  cause  of  the 
war.  To  strengthen,  perpetuate  and  extend 
this  interest  was  the  object  for  which  the 
Insurgents  would  rend  the  Union  even  by 
war,  while  the  Government,  claimed  no 
right  to  do  more  than  restrict  the  territorial 
enlargement  of  it.  Neither  party  expected 
for  the  war  the  magnitude  or  the  duration 


which  it  has  already  attained.  Neither 
anticipated  that  the  cause  of  the  conflict 
might  cease  with  or  even  before  the  conflict 
itself  should  cease.  Each  looked  for  an 
easier  triumph  and  a  result  less  fundamental 
and  astounding.  Both  read  the  same  Bible 
and  prayed  to  the  same  God,  and  each  in¬ 
voked  His  aid  against  the  other.  It  may 
seem  strange  that  any  man  should  dare 
ask  a  just  God’s  assistance  in  wringing  their 
bread  from  other  men’s  faces,  but  let  us 
judge  not,  that  we  be  not  judged.  The 
prayers  of  both  cannot  be  answered.  That 
of  neither  has  been  answered  fully.  The  Al¬ 
mighty  has  His  own  purposes.  ‘Woe  unto 
the  world  because  of  offenses;  for  it  must 
needs  be  that  offense  come,  but  woe  to  that 
man  by  whom  the  offense  cometh.’  If  we 
shall  suppose  that  American  slavery  is  one 
of  those  offenses  which,  in  the  providence 
of  God,  must  needs  come,  but  which,  having 
continued  through  his  appointed  time,  He 
now  wills  to  remove,  and  that  He  gives  to 
both  North  and  South  this  terrible  war  as 
the  woe  due  those  by  whom  the  offense 
came,  shall  we  discern  therein  any  depar¬ 
ture  from  those  divine  attributes  which  the 
believers  in  a  living  God  always  ascribe  to 
Him? 

"Fondly  do  we  hope,  fervently  do  we  pray, 
that  this  mighty  scourge  of  war  may  speedily 
pass  away.  Yet,  if  God  wills  that  it  con¬ 
tinue  until  all  the  wealth  piled  by  the  bonds¬ 
man’s  250  years  of  unrequited  toil  shall 
be  sunk,  and  until  every  drop  of  blood  drawn 
with  the  lash  shall  be  paid  by  another 
drawn  with  the  sword,  as  was  said  3,000 
years  ago,  so  still  it  must  be  said  ‘the  judg¬ 
ments  of  the  Lord  axe  true  and  righteous 
altogether.' 

"With  malice  toward  none,  with  charity 
for  all,  with  firmness  in  the  right  as  God 
gives  us  to  see  the  right,  let  us  strive  on  to 
finish  the  work  we  are  in,  to  bind  up  the 
Nation’s  wounds,  to  care  for  him  who  shall 
have  bourne  the  battle  and  for  his  widow 
and  orphan,  to  do  all  which  may  achieve 
and  cherish  a  just  and  lasting  peace  among 
ourselves  and  with  all  nations.” 

The  last  sentence  of  this  remarkable  ad¬ 
dress  beginning  with  the  words,  “With  malice 
toward  none,  with  charity  for  all,”  has  rung 
down  through  the  years  as  an  earnest  appeal 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Lincoln  for  a  return  to 
peace,  reconciliation  and  an  undivided 
country. 

This  sentiment  was  in  the  mind  of  the 
late  President  McKinley  at  the  beginning 
of  the  Spanish-American  War  in  1898  when 
he  led  the  way  to  a  more  complete  recon¬ 
ciliation,  and  hastened  the  day  of  complete 
unity  when  he  appointed  Congressman 
Joseph  Wheeler,  of  Alabama,  who  reached 
the  grade  of  major  general  in  the  Confed¬ 
erate  Army,  to  a  similar  position  in  the 
United  States  Army  for  duty  in  Cuba  in 
charge  of  a  cavalry  regiment.  President 
McKinley  also  appointed  Senator  Mathew  C. 
Butler,  of  South  Carolina,  who  was  a  major 
general  in  the  Confederate  Army,  to  the 
rank  of  major  general  in  the  United  States 
Army,  to  be  in  charge  of  volunteers  in  the 
Spanish-American  War,  and  later  one  of  the 
commissioners  to  supervise  the  evacuation 
of  Cuba  by  the  Spanish  forces  at  the  close  of 
the  war. 

During  my  20  years  in  Congress  it  was  my 
good  fortune  to  become  acquainted  with 
many  fine  patriotic  gentlemen  in  both 
branches,  whose  forebears  had  been  officers 
and  privates  in  the  Confederate  Army,  and  I 
soon  discovered  that  they  were  as  loyal  and 
patriotic  as  those  from  other  sections.  I 
well  remember  a  wonderfully  interesting  his¬ 
toric  and  patriotic  address  delivered  by  the 
late  Congressman  David  Hayes  Kincheloe, 
from  Kentucky,  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  June  3,  1916,  in  reference  to  the  con¬ 
flict  of  1861-65,  from  which  I  quote  the 
peroration,  as  follows: 
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"When  the  war  ended  the  soldiers  of  the 
North  and  of  the  South  shook  hands  across 
the  graves  of  their  comrade  dead,  and  said, 
‘we  will  be  friends;  we  will  again  have  a 
Union,  one  and  undivided,’  and  when  they 
did  they  made  a  government  that  will  live  on 
united  until  time  shall  cease  its  flight  in  the 
centuries  to  follow. 

“I  rejoice  with  every  patriotic  American 
today  in  the  fact  that  we  have  a  hundred 
million  people  free,  happy,  peaceful,  united, 
and  patriotic  people,  with  one  country,  one 
government,  one  flag,  and  one  God.” 

Another  notable  occasion  when  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  soldiers  of  the  North  and 
of  the  South  had  been  obliterated,  was  the 
joint  reunion  of  the  Blue  and  the  Gray  25 
years  ago  in  this  city.  Soldiers  from  each 
of  the  great  armies  of  sixty-one  to  sixty-five 
came  from  every  State  of  the  Union  in  great 
numbers  to  attend,  and  were  welcomed  in  a 
grand  fashion  by  the  city  officials.  The 
great  parade  from  the  Capitol  to  the  White 
House  was  led  by  Senator  John  H.  Bankhead, 
of  Alabama,  who  had  served  as  a  captain  in 
the  Confederate  Army,  during  the  Civil  War, 
and  Senator  Knute  Nelson,  of  Minnesota, 
who  had  served  as  a  private  and  noncom¬ 
missioned  officer  in  the  Union  Army,  each  of 
them  wearing  the  uniform  of  the  Civil  War 
days. 

President  Lincoln  was  the  first  of  our  three 
martyred  Presidents;  having  been  assassi¬ 
nated  by  J.  Wilkes  Booth,  an  actor,  in  the 
building  we  are  occupying  today,  on  the  14th 
day  of  April  1865,  and  died  the  next  day  in 
a  dwelling  to  which  he  was  taken  across  the 
street.  The  other  two  martyred  Presidents 
were  James  A.  Garfield,  July  2,  1881,  and 
William  McKinley,  September  6,  1901. 

Six  weeks  prior  to  his  death  Mr.  Lincoln 
had  been  inaugurated  for  his  second  term. 
The  4  years  war  was  drawing  to  a  close.  Gen¬ 
eral  Lee  surrendered  to  General  Grant  at 
Appomattox  Court  House,  Va„  on  the  9th  of 
April,  and  the  war  was  at  an  end. 

The  following  is  the  account  of  the  effect 
of  President  Lincoln’s  tragic  death  on  the 
people  and  the  country,  as  taken  from  Ap¬ 
pleton’s  Encyclopedia  published  in  1887,  page 
726: 

“The  death  of  President  Lincoln  in  the 
moment  of  the  great  national  victory  that 
he  had  done  more  than  any  other  to  gain, 
caused  a  movement  of  sympathy  throughout 
the  world.  The  expressions  of  grief  and  con¬ 
dolence  that  were  sent  to  the  Government 
at  Washington,  from  national,  and  municipal 
bodies  all  over  the  globe,  were  afterward 
published  by  the  State  Department  in  a 
quarto  volume  of  nearly  a  thousand  pages, 
called  'The  Tribute  of  the  Nations  to  Abra¬ 
ham  Lincoln.’ 

"After  the  lapse  of  20  years,  the  high  esti¬ 
mate  of  him  that  the  world  appears  in¬ 
stinctively  to  have  formed  at  the  moment 
of  his  death,  seems  to  have  been  increased 
rather  than  diminished,  as  his  participation 
in  the  great  events  of  his  time  has  been  more 
thoroughly  studied  and  understood.  His 
goodness  of  heart,  his  abounding  charity,  his 
quick  wit  and  overflowing  humor,  which 
made  him  the  hero  of  many  true  stories  and 
a  thousand  legends,  are  not  less  valued  in 
themselves;  but  they  are  cast  in  the  shade 
by  the  evidences  that  continually  appear  of 
his  extraordinary  qualities  of  mind  and  of 
character.  His  powerful  grasp  of  details,  his 
analytical  capacity,  his  unerring  logic,  his 
perception  of  human  nature,  would  have 
made  him  unusual  in  any  age  of  the  world, 
while  the  quality  that,  in  the  opinion  of 
many,  made  him  the  specially  fitted  agent 
of  Providence  in  the  salvation  of  the  country, 
his  absolute  freedom  from  prejudice  or  pas¬ 
sion  in  weighing  the  motives  of  his  contem¬ 
poraries  and  the  deepest  problems  of  state 
gives  him  preeminence  even  among  the  illus¬ 
trious  men  that  have  preceded  and  followed 
him  in  his  great  office. 
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“Simple  and  modest  as  he  was  In  his 
demeanor,  he  was  one  of  the  most  self- 
respecting  of  rulers.  Although  his  kindness 
of  heart  was  proverbial,  although  he  was 
always  glad  to  please  and  unwilling  to  offend, 
few  Presidents  have  been  more  sensible  of  the 
dignity  of  their  office,  and  more  prompt  to 
maintain  against  any  encroachments.  He 
was  at  all  times  unquestionably  the  head  of 
the  Government,  and,  though  not  inclined  to 
interfere  with  the  routine  business  of  the  de¬ 
partments,  he  tolerated  no  insubordination 
in  important  matters.” 

President  Lincoln  was  indeed  a  man  who 
loved  the  common  people,  and  his  popularity 
among  the  masses  during  his  life,  and  rever¬ 
ence  since  his  death,  is  probably  due  to  his 
homely  virtues  of  gentleness,  kindness  and 
sympathy  toward  humanity,  rather  than  on 
account  of  his  achievements  as  a  great  Presi¬ 
dent. 

The  popular  poet,  Sam  Foss,  well  describes 
this  great  man’s  characteristics  in  his  poem, 
Let  Me  Live  in  the  House  by  the  Side  of  the 
Road,  one  verse  of  which  is  as  follows: 

“Let  me  live  in  the  house  by  the  side  of  the 
road, 

Where  the  race  of  men  go  by. 

Men  who  are  good  and  men  who  are  bad, 

As  good  and  as  bad  as  I; 

Let  me  not  sit  in  the  scorner’s  seat. 

Nor  hurl  the  cynic’s  ban. 

Let  me  live  in  the  house  by  the  side  of  the 
road 

And  be  a  friend  of  man.” 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  further  morning  busi¬ 
ness?  If  not,  morning  business  is  closed. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 

CONTRACTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the* 
Public  Building  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  certain  public 
buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase 
contracts,  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  KuchelL 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  session  yesterday  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  raised 
some  points  of  objection  to  a  portion  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  myself  and 
other  Senators,  and  it  was  then  sug¬ 
gested  by  my  colleague,  the  majority 
leader,  that  the  amendment  go  over  until 
today.  The  reason  for  the  quorum  call 
was  because  we  were  endeavoring  to  find 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse].  I  called  his  office.  He  was  pre¬ 
sumably  at  lunch.  I  am  delighted  that 
I  now  see  him  walking  into  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  Record  of  yester¬ 
day,  on  page  4847,  is  the  text  of  the  pro¬ 


posed  amendment,  with  the  penciled  ad¬ 
dition  which  was  previously  agreed  to. 
If  I  correctly  understand  the  objection 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  it  is  to  the 
first  paragraph  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  shall  now  read: 

No  proposed  purchase  contract  shall  be 
executed  under  this  section  unless,  prior  to 
the  time  at  which  the  Administrator— 

I  might  say  the  same  amendment  is 
offered  to  title  2  of  the  bill,  which  deals 
with  the  Postmaster  General — 
has  come  into  agreement  with  congressional 
committees  thereon,  such  contract  has  been 
approved  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  as  evidenced  by  a  written  state¬ 
ment  of  such  officer  to  the  effect  that  the 
execution  of  such  contract  is  necessary  and 
is  in  conformity  with  the  policy  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  suggested  during 
the  closing  moments  of  the  session  yes¬ 
terday  that  when  the  lease-purchase  bill 
came  to  the  Senate  and  was  referred  to 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
it  constituted  a  wholesale  or  blanket  au¬ 
thority  to  the  two  agencies,  the  General 
Services  Administration  and  the  Post¬ 
master  General,  to  enter  into  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contracts.  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Public  Works  believed  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  safeguards  or  restric¬ 
tions  for  this  new  type  of  authority  to 
purchase  buildings  on  time,  and  that  was 
the  reason  why  the  committee  adopted 
the  same  procedure  which  is  now  in  the 
law  with  respect  to  the  Department  of 
Defense,  by  which  each  lease-purchase 
contract  would  be  required  to  have  the 
Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  come  into  agreement 
with  the  agency  making  the  contracts. 

With  respect  to  the  present  law  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  Department  of  Defense,  it  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  annual  rental  or  annual 
payment  must  exceed  $25,000  in  order  to 
bring  into  play  the  provision  requiring 
agreement  with  the  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  involved.  So  the  original  discus¬ 
sion  in  our  committee  was  to  the  effect 
that  in  the  case  of  purchase  contracts 
under  this  bill,  $25,000  likewise  should  be 
the  amount,  requiring  the  two  agencies 
to  come  into  agreement  with  the  Public 
Works  Committee  of  the  two  Houses. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Stennis]  offered  an  amendment  to  re¬ 
duce  the  amount  to  $20,000,  and  that 
amendment  was  adopted  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  committee,  although  I  must, 
in  perfect  candor,  say  that  the  Senator 
from  Florida  and  I  voted  against  that 
amendment  on  the  theory  that  we  should 
try  to  follow  the  existing  pattern  in  the 
present  law. 

Yesterday,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan]  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  provide  as  to  the 
Post  Office  Department,  and  that  alone, 
that  lease-purchase  contracts  in  what¬ 
ever  amount  should  be  submitted  to  the 
Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public 
Works  for  their  agreement  with  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  Postmaster  General. 

That  amendment  was  adopted. 
Thereafter,  when  I  called  up  my  amend¬ 
ment,  I  did  not  take  the  opportunity,  in 
the  interest  of  saving  time,  to  suggest 
the  background  of  it.  The  amendment 
now  before  the  Senate  is  the  result  of  a 
series  of  meetings  participated  in  by  the 


Comptroller  General,  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  the  Postmaster 
General,  representatives  of  my  office, 
and  myself.  The  three  coauthors  of  the 
bill  were  in  general  agreement  in  their 
desire  to  add  additional  restrictions. 

I  do  not  in  any  sense  claim,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  to  be  an  expert  in  the  field  of 
lease-purchase  contracts.  On  the  other 
hand,  I  did  have  some  slight  experience 
with  that  type  of  statute  in  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  California,  but  I  believe  that 
whatever  restrictions  can  be  appropri¬ 
ately  added  to  a  grant  of  authority  which 
is  so  considerable  ought  to  be  added. 

It  was  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  who  suggested  that,  from  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  point  of  view,  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  should  be  required  to  ap¬ 
prove  contracts  in  the  nature  of  lease- 
purchase  before  they  are  sent  to  the 
Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  and  of  the  Senate.  The  Director 
of  the  Budget  will  come  into  the  picture 
as  an  independent  auditor  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  Congress,  but  the  ref¬ 
erence  of  purchase  contracts  to  him 
would  constitute  a  check  by  an  admin¬ 
istrative  agency  of  the  executive  depart-  / 
ment.  The  executive  department  would  ' 
have,  through  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
the  right  to  determine  in  each  given  in¬ 
stance  whether  the  lease -purchase  con¬ 
tract  should  be  approved,  and  then,  un¬ 
der  the  procedure  provided  for  in  the  bill, 
submitted  to  the  two  committees. 

I  think  the  amendment  is  an  excellent 
one,  and  I  hope  my  statement  contains 
an  acceptable  series  of  reasons  for  the 
Senate  to  adopt  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  California  as  well  as  that  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia,  because,  as  the 
Record  shows,  the  matter  came  up  dur¬ 
ing  the  closing  minutes  of  the  session 
last  night,  and  although  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  at  the  desk,  it  was  a  long  one 
and  we  did  not  take  the  time  to  have 
it  read,  but,  agreed  to  have  it  printed  in 
the  Record,  consider  it  overnight,  and 
to  proceed  with  the  discussion  today. 

-  Let  me  say  I  certainly  want  a  check, 
administratively  and  legislatively,  on 
lease-purchase  contracts. 

I  put  to  the  Senator  from  California 
last  night  a  hypothetical  question,  which 
I  repeat  today  because  I  think  it  illus¬ 
trates  the  point  the  Senator  wanted  to 
have  considered: 

Let  us  suppose  a  proposal  is  made  to 
erect  an  office  building  in  California. 
The  two  Senators  from  California  urge 
the  bill,  as  does  the  entire  congressional 
delegation  from  California;  the  admin¬ 
istrative  agencies  downtown  think  it  is 
a  good  bill,  and  they  recommend  it;  the 
bill  then  goes  to  the  Director  of  the 
Budget.  As  I  understand  the  amend¬ 
ment,  the  bill  cannot  then  be  referred 
to  the  appropriate  committee  of  the 
Congress  unless  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  affirmatively  ap¬ 
proves  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  point  out  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  we  are  not  talking  about  a  bill. 
The  Director  of  the  Budget  would  have 
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no  bill  before  him.  He  would  have  a 
contract  before  him. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Let  us  substitute  the 
word  “contract”  for  the  word  “bill”  in 
my  remarks,  because  the  point  I  am  rais¬ 
ing  is  identical  whether  the  word  “bill” 
or  the  word  “contract”  is  used. 

Let  us  assume  that  the  bill  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  contract  procedure  is  passed 
and  that  the  contract  procedure  has 
been  followed.  Let  us  assume  a  proposed 
contract  which  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  the  California  delegation  in 
the  House  feel  is  of  great  importance 
because  of  the  necessity  of  improving  the 
efficiency  of  the  operations  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  the  San  Francisco 
area.  Let  us  further  assume  that  the 
departments  concerned  agree  that  such 
a  contract  should  be  made. 

Under  the  amendment,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  the  contract  could  not  be  referred 
to  the  appropriate  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  for  their  consideration  and  ap¬ 
proval  or  rejection  unless  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  gave  his  ap¬ 
proval.  My  argument  is  that  that,  in 
effect,  gives  to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  in  the  case  of  such  a  con¬ 
tract  a  veto  over  what  otherwise  might 
be  the  decision  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  acting  through  its 
appropriate  committees. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  will  yield  when  I  have 
finished  my  argument,  so  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  may  understand  my  premise. 

I  certainly  want  the  proposed  contract 
to  go  to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  I  certainly  want  his  check 
by  way  of  an  adverse  report  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  contract,  if  he  thinks  it  is  an  im¬ 
proper  contract  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  public  interest.  But  I  have  difficulty 
in  accepting  the  proposal'  that  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
should  have  a  veto  in  the  matter,  in  that 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress 
could  not  pass  their  judgment  on  the 
operation  of  legislation  enacted  by  Con¬ 
gress  unless  they  first  obtained  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  if  I  understood  his  argument 
correctly  last  evening,  although,  frankly, 
we  did  not  go  into  the  subject  in  great 
detail  because  of  the  lateness  of  the 
hour,  pointed  out  that  in  such  an  event 
any  Senator  then  could  introduce  a  bill 
providing  for  the  construction  of  the 
particular  building,  and  go  through  the 
process  of  moving  a  separate  bill  through 
Congress,  in  order  to  overrule  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I 
think  that  would  be  a  great  waste  of 
time  and  effort. 

As  I  argued  last  night,  if  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  renders  an 
adverse  decision  on  any  contract,  we  can 
be  certain  that  the  presumption  will  be 
against  the  contract  when  it  gets  into 
the  committees ;  and  we  can  also  be  cer¬ 
tain  that  a  very  strong  case  will  have  to 
be  shown  to  justify  overruling  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

I  have  made  this  argument  on  thex 
basis  of  my  understanding  of  the  modus 


operandi  of  the  proposed  legislation,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  premised  upon  what  I  under¬ 
stood  were  the  affirmative  answers  of 
the  Senator  from  California  to  my  hypo¬ 
thetical  question. 

So  I  now  raise,  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Senator  from  California  and  the 
Senator  from  Virginia,  two  questions: 
First,  am  I  correct  in  my  understanding 
as  to  how  the  bill,  with  this  amendment 
included,  would  work  procedurally? 
Second,  if  I  am  correct,  is  it  necessary  to 
give  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  a  veto  over  Congress;  or  would 
it  not  be  more  in  keeping  with  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  checks  and  balances  to  require 
that  the  Director  file  a  report  with  Con¬ 
gress,  and  if  the  report  is  adverse,  then 
the  committees,  of  course,  will  have  to 
take  action  on  the  basis  of  the  report? 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  has  substantially  stated  the  amend¬ 
ment  correctly,  except  from  the  stand¬ 
point  that  the  details  of  the  contract 
would  be  a  matter  of  dissent,  if  there 
should  be  adverse  action  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  under  the 
general  policy  of  the  lease-purchase 
plan.  The  amendment  provides  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

No  proposed  purchase  contract  shall  be 
executed  under  this  section  unless,  prior  to 
the  time  at  which  the  Administrator  has 
come  into  agreement  with  congressional 
committees  thereon,  such  contract  has  been 
approved  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget. 

What  would  happen  in  that  case 
would  be  that  if  there  were  objection¬ 
able  features  in  the  contract — for  ex¬ 
ample,  if  it  were  too  favorable  to  the 
person  with  whom  the  contract  was 
made — or  if  it  did  not  conform  to  the 
President’s  policy,  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  undoubtedly  would 
confer  with  the  proper  agency  of  the 
Government  and  reach  a  decision  which 
would  be  protective  of  the  Government. 

This  is  a  very  revolutionary  bill.  In 
my  opinion  it  will  involve  expenditures 
of  $3  billion,  $4  billion,  or  even  $5  bil¬ 
lion  for  the  construction  of  public  build¬ 
ings  of  all  types  and  descriptions  except 
in  the  military,  which  is  the  only  excep¬ 
tion  made. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  already  has 
power,  as  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
knows,  to  withhold  appropriations  after 
Congress  makes  them.  The  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  can  place  the  Government 
on  an  allotment  of  expenditures.  The 
Director  of  the  Budget  makes  quarterly 
allotments  for  expenditure  by  agencies. 

So  while  the  bill  places  considerable 
authority  in  the  Budget  Bureau,  we  are 
placing  enormous  authority  in  these  two 
agencies  of  the  Government  to  make  any 
kind  of  contract  they  please,  for  10  or  25 
years;  and  then,  at  the  end  of  25  years, 
the  Government  will  own  an  obsolete 
building. 

I  wish  to  say  in  all  frankness — and 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  understands  my  position — that 
I  am  opposed  to  the  bill,  whether  this 
amendment  be  agreed  to  or  not.  I  am 
opposed  to  the  principle.  I  think  that 
programs  for  the  construction  of  public 
buildings  should  come  before  Congress 


to  be  authorized ;  and,  if  necessary,  Con¬ 
gress  should  provide  for  the  borrowing 
of  money  for  such  a  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  not  in  favor  of  borrowing 
money,  but  I  would  rather  have  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  borrow  money  at  a  uniform 
rate  of  interest  which  the  Government 
will  pay,  either  2  percent  or  2V2  percent, 
than  to  pay  various  rates  of  interest  to 
various  individuals  in  various  parts  of 
the  country. 

Under  this  plan,  the  buildings  will  be 
subject  to  local  taxation  varying  from 
locality  to  locality,  and  the  cost  of  the 
taxes  will  be  added  to  the  bill  which 
the  Government  will  pay.  Many  other 
costs  will  be  included.  The  question  of 
maintenance  of  the  buildings  will  have 
to  be  considered  under  this  unusual  sit¬ 
uation,  whereby  the  General  Services 
Administration,  which  represents  all  the 
agencies  of  the  Government,  except  the 
military,  would  contract  for  the  build¬ 
ings. 

Under  this  proposal  of  lease -purchase, 
many  builders  throughout  the  country 
will  be  delighted  to  construct  the  build¬ 
ings,  because  they  will  make  great  profits 
out  of  doing  so.  I  should  think  they 
would  receive  considerable  profits.  In 
every  area  of  the  country,  in  every  coun¬ 
ty  seat,  there  are  5,  6,  7,  or  8  substa¬ 
tions  of  the  Federal  Government,  field 
agencies  of  the  Government.  There 
representatives  will  get  together  and  say, 
“We  want  a  public  building.”  Public 
demand  will  be  excited.  Congress  will 
not  have  anything  to  do  with  it.  We 
will  not  pass  on  the  requests  at  all.  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  will  make 
a  contract  for  20  or  25  years.  The  con¬ 
tract  will  include  sufficient  profit  for 
those  who  erect  the  building  or  the  per¬ 
son  who  owns  it,  whichever  the  case 
may  be. 

The  contract  will  include  payments  in 
lieu  of  local  and  State  taxes.  That  will 
be  a  tremendous  item.  It  will  include 
interests  at  rates  which  may  be  far 
higher  than  the  Government  normally 
pays. 

I  think  this  amendment  affords  some 
protection,  if  I  may  say  so.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  and  I  have  been  in 
this  kind  of  battle  before.  He  has  stood 
foursquare  always  for  the  principle  of 
protecting  the  Government.  I  know  he 
realizes  the  principle  which  is  involved, 
and  I  know  he  feels  exactly  as  I  do 
about  it. 

Here  is  a  proposal,  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  under  which  there 
could  be  scandals  exceeding  those  which 
Congress  is  about  to  investigate  in  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration.  When 
the  bill  came  to  the  Senate  it  did  not 
have  this  amendment  in  it,  and  it  did 
not  contain  the  other  restrictions  and 
standards  which  are  now  provided  in 
the  bill. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
CaseJ,  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  and  other  Senators,  worked 
with  me,  and  we  did  the  best  we  could 
to  provide  proper  safeguards.  Standards 
are  now  set  forth  in  the  bill.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  presented  a 
great  deal  of  information,  which  has  been 
printed.  We  have  considered  everything 
we  can  think  of  as  safeguards,  and  after 
consultation  with  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
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eral,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  and  representatives  of  other 
agencies  of  the  Government.  I  have 
concluded  it  will  be  difficult  if  not  im¬ 
possible  to  fix  this  proposal  in  aU  its 
ramifications,  so  as  not  to  confront  the 
country  again  with  the  conditions  simi¬ 
lar  to  those  facing  us  today  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Federal  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration.  ,  .  ,  , 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  has  stated 
his  understanding  accurately,  techni¬ 
cally.  He  always  does,  especially  in  a 
question  involving  the  interpretation  of 
law.  Yet  for  factual  purposes  the  lan¬ 
guage,  “No  proposed  purchase  contract 
shall  be  executed,’’  and  so  forth,  is  in¬ 
tended,  in  my  opinion,  to  refer  to  the 
details  of  the  contract;  that  is  to  say, 
if  a  contract  were  to  be  made  for  the 
payment  of  an  exorbitant  price  for  the 
construction  of  a  building,  or  if  in  other 
respects  the  contract  were  not  fair  to 
the  Government,  then  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  could  oppose  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  now  certainly  under¬ 
stand  the  objective  of  the  amendment 
much  better  than  I  did.  I  still  have  my 
reservation  in  regard  to  the  power  which 
the  amendment  seeks  to  give  to  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  But 
let  me  say  to  my  good  friend  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  that,  if  I  had  to  vote  as 
of  the  next  minute,  I  would  vote  against 
the  bill.  I  have  not  been  for  the  bill. 
I  have  been  waiting  to  see  if  the  debate 
could  convince  me  that  I  am  mistaken 
in  my  judgment  on  the  bill.  I  am  wait¬ 
ing  to  listen  to  the  speech  which  I  under¬ 
stand  will  be  made  later  today  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
MagnusonI  ,  who  has,  I  am  informed, 
made  a  very  detailed  analysis  of  what 
he  contends  will  be  the  increase  in  cost 
of  construction  of  public  buildings  under 
the  bill. 

So  my  mind  still  is  one  of  reserved 
judgment  until  I  have  heard  the  final 
argument.  If  someone  can  convince  me 
by  his  argument  that  my  presently  held 
opinion  about  the  bill  is  a  mistaken  one, 
I  will  change  my  opinion. 

I  can  summarize  my  opinion  very 
quickly  by  saying  I  think  the  bill 
will  result  in  added  cost  to  American 
taxpayers  and  that  it  will  involve  waste. 
I  think  this  is  the  place  to  do  some  sav¬ 
ing.  If  a  Federal  building  program  is 
needed  to  meet  an  economic  situation, 
now  or  in  the  future,  I  believe  in  meet¬ 
ing  it  directly.  I  do  not  know  why  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States  should 
have  to  pay,  in  effect,  a  middleman,  who 
will  make  a  profit  on  the  construction  of 
a  needed  Federal  building.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  whenever  a  Federal  building  is 
needed,  the  Government  ought  to  pro¬ 
ceed  directly  with  a  contract  to  construct 
the  building  and  pay  for  it  out  of  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  100  percent.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  he  is  exactly  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  For  the  reasons  I  have 
stated,  so  far  as  the  principle  of  the  bill 
is  concerned,  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  is  quite  correct  when  he  says  it 
is  revolutionary  in  principle.  It  is  revo¬ 
lutionary  in  principle  so  far  as  the  eco¬ 
nomic  policies  of  our  Government  are 


concerned  in  connection  with  public 
works.  If  there  is  a  need  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  engage  in  public  works  in 
order  to  construct  a  particular  building, 

I  think  it  ought  to  be  done  directly  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  the  taxpayers’  money  can 
be  saved  in  that  manner.  If  a  building 
is  not  needed,  the  Government  should 
not  proceed  to  construct  it. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield,  I  should  like  to  call  his 
attention  to  one  more  fact.  We  have 
been  referring  to  action  by  the  Budget 
Bureau.  The  bill  takes  authority  away 
from  the  Congress  to  determine  the 
building  program  for  all  the  years  to 
come,  so  long  as  the  act  may  be  in  effect, 
because  under  the  bill  the  agencies  will 
be  able  to  determine  whether  to  con¬ 
struct  a  building  at  one  place  or  another, 
and  whether  to  spend  one,  two,  or  five 
million  dollars  on  it.  All  Congress  will 
be  able  to  do  then  will  be  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  an  annual  rental,  which 
will  be  applied  to  the  purchase  price. 

There  is  another  question  involved, 
namely,  whether  the  profits  resulting 
from  such  construction  will  be  taxed  on 
a  capital-gains  basis  or  on  a  regular  taxa¬ 
tion  basis.  That  question  is  seriously  in¬ 
volved  in  the  FHA  activities,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knows. 

If  the  bill  is  to  be  enacted  into  law,  in 
my  judgment  the  proposed  amendment 
will  be  a  considerable  safeguard;  but  I 
am  not  in  favor  of  the  plan  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  because  I  think  its  pas¬ 
sage  will  result  in  the  adoption  of  a 
revolutionary  procedure  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  public  buildings.  The  bill 
provides  no  limit  on  the  extent  to  which 
such  buildings  can  be  constructed.  If 
there  is  a  limit  on  the  profits  it  is  vague. 
It  would  be  practically  impossible  to  ac¬ 
complish  that  except  by  action  of  the 
Budget  Bureau  in  examining  every  in¬ 
dividual  contract. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
ment  on  the  Senator’s  remarks.  This  is 
the  first  time  I  have  talked  on  the  bill, 
which,  I  may  say  good  naturedly,  is  quite 
remarkable  for  me,  I  think,  the  debate 
having  proceeded  as  long  as  it  has;  but  I 
wish  to  express  myself  on  the  principle 
of  the  bill. 

As  I  presently  understand,  subject  to 
changing  my  opinion  if  some  very  per¬ 
suasive  tongue  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
can  show  I  am  wrong,  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  in  another  obser¬ 
vation  which  he  made.  I  am  afraid  one 
of  the  results  the  bill  will  produce  will  be 
what  I  shall  call  a  great  deal  of  com¬ 
munity  logrolling,  with  chambers  of 
commerce,  and  all  sorts  of  other  eco¬ 
nomic  groups  in  a  community,  including 
agricultural  and  labor  groups,  seeing  the 
possibility  of  getting  some  money  for  the 
construction  of  a  Federal  building.  Such 
groups  will  proceed  to  develop  a  very 
utopian  plan,  so  far  as  needs  are  con¬ 
cerned,  and  frequently  based  upon  spec¬ 
ulation,  for  the  construction  of  some 
Federal  building. 

As  the  Senator  from  Virginia  has 
pointed  out,  I  think  that  will  be  a  danger. 
Being  a  democracy,  as  we  are,  we  know 
very  well  how  economic  groups,  mo¬ 
tivated  selfishly,  can  try  to  effectuate 
their  selfish  interests  by  bringing  pres- 
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sure  to  bear  upon  congressional  delega¬ 
tions  for  the  making  of  contracts  for  the 
erection  of  such  buildings. 

I  understand  all  that.  It  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  I  think  the  bill  needs  some 
limitations.  But  I  also  have  to  keep  my 
mind  on  some  basic  principles  of  checks 
and  balances  in  our  system  of  govern¬ 
ment.  I  realize  that  a  one-man  rule  can, 
in  some  instances,  seem,  at  least,  to  give 
us  more  efficient  government.  Corrupt, 
bad,  and  tyrannical  government  can 
seem  to,  also.  So  I  have  stood  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  time  and  time 
again  for  9  years,  as  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  knows,  always  with  my  eye  on 
the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  there 
are  the  checks  there  ought  to  be  on  one- 
man  rule  in  connection  with  bureaucrats 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

The  responsibilities  of  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  are  great,  and 
I  desire  to  emphasize  those  great  re¬ 
sponsibilities.  However,  I  want  to  avoid 
giving  any  man  in  our  Government,  be 
he  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor,  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  or  anyone  else,  what  I  have  called 
in  the  past  a  veto  power  on  the  exercise 
of  a  legislative  function. 

So  everything  comes  down  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  or  not  I  am  talking  about 
a  legislative  function  or  a  purely  admin¬ 
istrative  function.  If  I  am  talking  about 
a  purely  administrative  function,  then 
my  objection  is  without  merit.  If,  how¬ 
ever,  as  the  bill  is  presently  worded,  there 
is  a  mixture  of  administrative  and  legis¬ 
lative  functions,  then  I  do  not  want  to 
see  an  administrative  officer  given  a  veto 
over  the  exercise  of  a  legislative  func¬ 
tion  by  a  Senate -committee. 

If  my  understanding  of  the  bill  is  cor¬ 
rect,  when  the  contracts  made  under  the 
bill  come  to  the  committees  for  consid¬ 
eration,  they  come  for  definite  action. 
They  do  not  come  for  filing.  It  is  not 
merely  an  administrative  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  officials  of  the  executive 
branch  to  file  these  contracts  with  the 
committees. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Of  course,  only  a  part  of 
the  total  number  of  such  contracts  will 
come  before  the  committees.  It  will  be 
only  those  contracts  which  involve 
$20,000  or  more. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  was  not  in 
the  Chamber  last  evening.  The  $20,000 
provision  was  stricken  out  by  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  which  the 
Senate  adopted. 

Mr.  BYRD.  How  does  the  amendment 
change  it? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  provision  that  con¬ 
tracts  involving  $20,000  or  more  should 
come  before  the  committee  was  elimi¬ 
nated. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  It  was  discovered  that 
the  McClellan  amendment,  which  was 
adopted,  applied  only  to  title  II.  We  will 
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later  ask,  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  that  the  situation  be  made 
clear  by  having  the  change  made  appli¬ 
cable  to  title  I. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  was  no  question 
about  what  the  intention  of  the  Senate 
was. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  There  is  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  question  involved.  We  think  the 
Senate  will  be  consistent  and  have  the 
amendment  apply  to  title  I. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  can  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  what  the  intention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from-  Arkansas  was,  either.  The 
Senate  agreed  to  take  to  conference  the 
McClellan  amendment.  I  am  sure  in 
good  faith  we  all  believed  that  all  lease 
purchase  contracts  should  be  submitted 
to  the  committees  for  consideration.  A 
question  has  arisen  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  in  debate,  and  I  want  to  be  sure 
I  understand  the  situation  correctly.  If 
I  am  wrong,  I  want  to  be  corrected.  My 
understanding  is  that  the  purpose  of  the 
procedure  is  not  to  have  such  contracts 
filed  with  the  committees,  but  to  require 
approval  or  disapproval  by  the  commit¬ 
tees.  If  that  be  true,  then  the  bill  pro¬ 
poses  to  handle  the  matter  legislatively, 
and  a  legislative  duty  rests  upon  the 
committees  in  respect  to  such  contracts. 
So  now  there  is  the  question  as  to  wheth¬ 
er  or  not,  after  provision  has  been  made 
for  approval  of  certain  contracts  in  co¬ 
operation  with  congressional  commit¬ 
tees,  the  veto  power  should  be  given  to 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budg¬ 
et,  or  whether  we  can  say  or  should  say, 
“No;  the  administrative  function  con¬ 
tinues  to  the  point  of  approval  by  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.” 
In  the  bill  we  could  have  provided  legis¬ 
lation  to  the  effect  that  the  contract 
should  be  written  in  the  Office  of  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget — to 
use  an  extreme  case  to  illustrate  my 
point.  Of  course,  if  it  were  not  possible 
to  get  him  to  write  a  contract  that  was 
favorable  to  the  project,  no  contract 
would  be  submitted  to  the  Congress.  So 
If  we  wished  to  follow  that  course,  we 
could  give  to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  complete  power  to  write 
the  contract. 

However,  we  have  not  done  that.  As 
I  understand  the  bill,  we  have  provided 
that  the  contract  shall  be  prepared  by 
the  agency  that  has  jurisdiction  over 
the  building,  and  it  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  appropriate  congressional  com¬ 
mittees,  unless  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  says,  “No,  this  contract” — 
for  some  reason  of  a  procedural,  phrase¬ 
ological,  or  policy  character — “is  not 
good.” 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Virginia  has 
made  a  very  persuasive  argument  on  the 
point  that  after  Congress  appropriates 
the  funds,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  does 
have  authority — acting,  of  course,  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  President — to  impound  funds. 
That  has  happened  in  the  past;  I  have 
heard  discussions  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  on  numerous  occasions  when  the 
President  has  impounded  funds  which 
have  been  appropriated  by  the  Congress. 
Usually  he  has  given  his  reasons  for  im¬ 
pounding  them,  although  sometimes  he 
has  not  felt  compelled  to  give  them. 

That  is  very  persuasive  with  me.  If 
the  funds  can  be  impounded,  and  if  it 


can  be  said  that  the  money  which  has 
been  appropriated  by  Congress  cannot 
be  spent  at  all,  that  is  very  persuasive 
on  the  point  that  the  Director  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  should  not  be  given 
authority,  in  effect,  to  veto  the  project  or 
the  contract. 

But  I  wish  to  see  whether  we  can  get 
a  meeting  of  the  minds  on  the  point  of 
whether  we  are  dealing  with  a  legislative 
function  or  with  an  administrative  func¬ 
tion  or  with  a  mixed  function.  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  are  dealing  with  a  mixed 
function. 

I  always  hesitate  to  vote  to  give  veto 
power  to  men;  I  prefer  to  have  their 
vetoes  reviewed. 

I  do  not  think  the  review  the  Senator 
from  California  suggests — namely,  the 
introduction  of  a  bill,  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  by  law  that  a  vetoed  contract  may 
be  undertaken — is  a  very  efficient  way 
to  handle  the  matter. 

Mr.  President,  I  see  that  my  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland], 
who  is  a  member  of  the  committee,  and 
whose  views  on  these  matters  I  treasure, 
is  on  his  feet,  waiting  to  be  recognized. 
So  I  should  like  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  kind  comment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon. 

I  am  not  one  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
amendment,  and  therefore  my  inter¬ 
pretation  of  it  will  not  be  so  persuasive 
as  would  the  interpretation  of  one  of  its 
sponsors.  However,  in  reading  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  amendment,  my  view  is 
that  it  is  a  good  amendment,  and  runs 
to  the  point  that  it  seeks  to  make  clear 
to  the  committee,  before  the  committee 
reaches  the  point  where  it  has  submit¬ 
ted  to  it  a  proposed  contract  or  a  pro¬ 
posed  project,  that  such  project  is  not 
just  the  venture  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  or  not  just  the  venture 
of  the  Post  Office  Department,  but  has 
the  backing  of  the  President’s  program, 
and  has  been  approved  from  that  point 
of  view  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  and  has  had  the  advantage 
of  the  additional  checking  as  to  the 
soundness  of  the  project  which  would 
come  from  an  agency  that  serves  in  gen¬ 
eral  in  that  field,  rather  than  from  one 
which  is  specially  concerned  with  ob¬ 
taining  new  facilities,  and  might  over¬ 
look  some  detail  which  might  not  be  as 
sound  as  it  should  be. 

So  it  seems  to  me  the  amendment  af¬ 
fords  additional  protection  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  committees,  in  that  it  assures 
the  committees  concerned  that  the  ven¬ 
ture  has  been  very  carefully  studied  by 
an  impartial  agency,  and  is  regarded  as 
sound  from  the  financial  point  of  view. 

I  do  not  regard  the  amendment  as 
imposing  a  veto  power,  because  certainly 
the  procedure  it  calls  for  is  part  of  the 
preparatory  work  done  upon  the  con¬ 
tract  or  upon  the  project  before  it 
reaches  the  congressional  committee ;  and 
any  veto  power,  if  there  be  any,  would 
be  in  the  congressional  committee. 

I  recognize  there  is  substance  to  the 
position  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
taken.  However,  considering  that  we 
are  taking  action  which  is  very  sweep¬ 
ing  and  very  far-reaching,  I  think  it 
is  a  good  provision  to  have  an  additional 
check  made  by  an  impartial  agency  be¬ 


fore  the  committees  are  asked  to  func¬ 
tion.  I  think  the  amendment  will  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  projects  and  will  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  times  when  the  com¬ 
mittees  will  be  called  upon  to  pass  upon 
such  projects. 

So,  from  every  point  of  view,  I  believe 
the  amendment  will  be  a  saver  of  time, 
as  well  as  a  guaranty  of  the  soundness 
of  the  projects. 

Mi'.  MORSE.  Then,  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  the  position  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is — and  I  think  there 
is  great  merit  in  it — that,  really,  the 
contract  cannot  be  said  to  have  been 
drafted  until  it  has  reached  the  headman 
in  the  department,  so  to  speak,  who  in 
this  instance  happens  to  be  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget;  that  even 
when  we  say  the  contract  was  drafted 
by  the  General  Services  Administration 
or  by  any  other  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  all  it  really  was  doing  was  sub¬ 
mitting  a  tentative  draft  of  a  contract 
to  the  man  who  under  this  measure  is 
being  given  final  authority  to  pass  judg¬ 
ment  on  the  contract,  and  that  he  really 
is  the  keyman  in  the  drafting  of  the 
contract.  Is  that  the  interpretation  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is.  Insofar  as  the 
executive  department  is  concerned,  he 
speaks  finally  for  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment  in  submitting  a  project  or  a  pro¬ 
posal — that  is,  in  my  view — which,  when 
it  reaches  the  committees,  then  has  be¬ 
hind  it  the  full  backing  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  department.  Therefore,  it  is  merely 
an  additional  step  in  the  final  prepara¬ 
tion  of  the  project,  as  I  interpret  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  explanations  and  the  arguments  of 
both  the  Senator  from  Virginia  I  Mr. 
Byrd]  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  on  the  procedure  for  the 
final  drafting  of  the  contracts  are  sound. 
At  least,  we  now  have  a  record  that 
makes  very  clear  where  the  authority  for 
the  drafting  of  the  contract  really  rests 
and  where  the  responsibility  is  to  be 
placed.  It  is  really  to  be  in  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  To  use 
lawyers’  terms,  the  officials  of  the  other 
departments  of  the  Government  really 
are  to  be  the  junior  lawyers  in  a  larger 
law  firm,  whose  legal  work  has  to  come 
to  the  senior  member  of  the  firm,  for  his 
final  O.  K„  before  the  case  is  taken  into 
court,  so  to  speak — to  use  an  analogy. 

With  that  record  as  to  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  this  particular  amendment, 
I  withdraw  my  objection  to  it,  and  will 
support  the  amendment,  with  that  ex¬ 
planation — making  clear,  however,  that, 
as  of  now,  I  shall  certainly  oppose  the 
bill,  for  the  general  reasons  I  have  set 
forth. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me 
again  at  this  point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Carlson  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  disturbed  by 
the  statements  made  by  both  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  and  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  ByrdJ,  indi- 
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eating  that,  although  they  regard  this 
particular  amendment  as  one  which 
strengthens  the  bill,  they  still  have  doubt 
as  to  the  wisdom  of  the  bill. 

I  wish  to  call  to  the  attention  of  both 
distinguished  Senators,  who  are  known 
for  their  desire  to  effect  as  great  economy 
in  Government  as  is  possible — in  which 
objective  I  like  to  join  them,  both  now 
and  on  any  other  occasions - 

Mr.  MORSE.  Let  me  say,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  it  is  certainly  true  that  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  has  a  reputation 
for  desiring  to  effect  as  great  economy 
in  Government  as  is  possible.  It  happens 
to  be  true,  in  fact,  that  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  also  entertains  that  desire,  al¬ 
though  he  does  not  have  that  reputation. 
I  would  not  wish  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  to  be  injured  in  the  slightest  by  any 
statement  he  might  make  about  me. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
basing  my  statement  on  my  own  view  of 
the  attitude  of  both  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  and  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

On  this  matter,  I  have  reached  an  en¬ 
tirely  different  conclusion  from  the  one 
reached  by  my  two  friends.  My  conclu¬ 
sion  is  based,  not  upon  the  fact  that  the 
bill  has  been  introduced,  or  that  an  occa¬ 
sional  fact  justifying  the  bill  has  devel¬ 
oped,  but  on  the  fact  that  during  the 
years  in  which  I  have  served  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  I  have  had  fre¬ 
quent  occasions  to  confer,  in  particular, 
with  Mr.  Reynolds,  the  able  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Buildings,  who  I  think  is 
one  of  the  finest  public  servants  we  have 
had.  He  has  repeatedly  told  me  and  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  that  he  has 
hated  to  see  Government  money  wasted 
in  the  way  it  has  to  be  wasted  under 
existing  law,  because  existing  law  does 
not  permit  a  lease-purchase  arrange¬ 
ment  under  which  an  equity  can  be  built 
up  over  the  years  in  a  building  that  is 
being  rented,  and  does  not  permit  long¬ 
time  leases,  in  most  cases.  Mr.  Reynolds 
has  very  frequently  called  to  our  atten¬ 
tion  the  fact  that  Government  money 
was  being  wasted,  as  he  regarded  it,  in 
a  very  profligate  way  because  of  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  machinery  to  permit  of  long¬ 
time  leasing,  with  the  additional  feature 
of  lease-purchase  attached  to  it. 

Not  only  has  such  information  come  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida  from  Mr. 
Reynolds  through  the  years,  but  he  has 
noted  illustrations  of  it  from  time  to 
time.  For  example,  in  the  city  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  buildings  had  to  be  leased  in 
order  to  provide  housing  for  necessary 
Federal  agencies,  but  with  respect  to 
many  of  them  the  rental  arrangements 
were  certainly  not  to  the  advantage  of 
the  United  States,  because  of,  first,  the 
absence  of  a  longtime  leasing  law,  and 
second,  the  absence  of  lease-purchase  ar¬ 
rangements. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  has  also  dis¬ 
cussed  the  subject  with  representatives 
of  the  Post  Office  Department,  not  only 
under  this  administration,  but  under  the 
pi  ior  administration.  The  figures  avail¬ 
able  today  are  these:  There  are  3,274 
first-class  post  offices,  there  are  6,447 
second-class  post  offices,  or  a  total  of 
9,721.  Of  that  total  number,  there  are 
only  3,173  post  office  buildings  now 
owned  by  the  Federal  Government. 


meaning  that  something  like  6,600  post 
office  operations,  coming  under  either 
first-  or  second-class  operations,  are 
housed  in  rented  buildings,  or  leased 
buildings  which,  under  the  present  law,  I 
firmly  believe,  in  many  cases  are  not 
rented  under  good  leases,  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  amount  of  rental 
which  must  be  paid  and  the  amount  of 
protection  which  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has. 

So  the  proposed  legislation  comes  from 
a  very  deep  conviction,  so  far  as  the 
Senator  from  Florida  is  concerned,  that 
there  would  be  greater  economy  under 
such  a  program  as  has  been  proposed  by 
the  pending  bill,  and  that  the  Federal 
Government  would  be  much  better 
served.  In  the  past  the  Senator  from 
Florida  has  rendered  professional  serv¬ 
ices  to  private  clients.  He  does  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  he  knows  any  of  them  who 
would  have  been  satisfied  over  this  long 
period  of  years  with  such  an  unsatisfac¬ 
tory  and  inefficient  program  as  that 
which  exists  under  present,  law,  both 
with  respect  to  the  absence  of  longtime 
leasing  legislation,  and  with  respect  to 
the  absence  of  any  lease-purchase  ar¬ 
rangement  under  which  an  equity  can 
be  acquired  over  a  period  of  years  in  an 
orderly  way. 

The  Senator  from  Florida,  instead  of 
thinking  that  this  is  wasteful  legisla¬ 
tion,  believes  that  it  should  be  very  eco¬ 
nomical  legislation;  and  because  he  is 
so  hopeful  that  it  will  be  of  that  type, 
he  wishes  to  see  all  the  additional  safe¬ 
guards  that  can  be  written  into  the  bill 
placed  in  the  bill,  such  as  the  one  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  three  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ators  who  are  sponsors  of  this  particular 
amendment,  bringing  in  the  Budget  Bu¬ 
reau,  and  the  safeguard  relating  to  the 
saving  of  very  material  jurisdiction  to 
the  committees  of  Congress.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  wants  this  legislation, 
if  possible,  to  function  in  such  a  way 
as  to  bring  about  much  greater  economy 
and  efficiency  than  is  now  possible.  He 
believes  that  such  a  result  can  be  ac¬ 
complished.  Therefore,  he  has  been  dis¬ 
tressed  to  hear  the  pronouncements — - 
though  I  did  not  understand  they  were 
final — made  by  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Morse]  and  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  with  reference  to 
their  attitude  toward  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  viewpoint  expressed  by  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  which  I  shall 
weigh  very  carefully.  I  shall  withhold 
final  judgment  pending  the  speech  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  this  afternoon.  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  that  he  has  prepared  a  very  care¬ 
ful  breakdown  of  the  operation  of  the 
bill  with  respect  to  the  question  of  its 
ultimate  cost  to  the  taxpayers  of  the 
country.  If  what  I  understand  to  be  the 
premises  of  that  speech  can  be  sustained 
by  the  proof  presented  in  support  there¬ 
of,  we  shall  be  presented  with  a  different 
point  of  view  over  a  question  of  fact. 
If  the  figures  of  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  are  sound,  I  repeat  that  the  re¬ 
sult  of  the  overall  operation  would  not 
be  a  saving  to  the  taxpayers,  but  would 
amount  to  very  uneconomical  operation. 


April  15 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  yester¬ 
day  afternoon  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  McClellan]  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  in  lines  6  and  7  on  page  11,  under 
title  n  of  the  bill.  That  amendment 
was  agreed  to.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  to  the  committee 
amendment  struck  out,  on  page  11,  line 
6,  after  the  word  “agreement,”  the  words 
“calling  for  the  expenditure  of  more  than 
$20,000  per  annum.” 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  and  the 
Senate  overlooked  the  fact  that,  to  be 
consistent  with  that  action,  the  bill 
should  have  been  amended  in  like  man¬ 
ner  on  page  4,  lines  11  and  12,  and  in¬ 
cluding  the  first  word  in  line  13,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  same  language. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  is  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  committee  amendment  on 
page  4,  line  12,  striking  out  “$50,000” 
and  inserting  “$20,000”,  has  already  been 
agreed  to,  and  that  reconsideration  of 
the  vote  by  which  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to  requires  unanimous 
consent,  for  the  purpose  of  offering  an 
amendment  to  strike  out  the  same  words 
as  were  stricken  out  on  page  11  yester¬ 
day  afternoon,  thereby  making  the  bill 
consistent  and  carrying  out  the  purposes 
of  the  Senate  as  reflected  in  that  action. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wish  to  make  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry.  First,  let  me  say 
that  I  fully  agree  with  the  Senator  that 
when  the  so-called  McClellan  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to  yesterday  it  indi¬ 
cated  the  sense  of  the  Senate  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  type  of  contract  which 
should  come  to  the  committees  in  each 
House. 

Mr.  President,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  provision  of  the 
bill  to  which  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  is  now  referring,  relative  to  the 
agreement  of  the  committees  to  certain 
contracts,  was  sought  to  be  amended  the 
other  day  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen],  His  amendment  was 
defeated.  I  believe  that  a  motion  to 
reconsider  that  vote  was  laid  on  the 
table.  I  have  been  told  that  that  action 
would  foreclose  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  wishes  to  state  that  the  motion 
was  not  made  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
motion  to  reconsider. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  sure  that  I  speak 
for  the  committee  when  I  say  that  in  my 
judgment  no  member  of  the  committee 
would  object  to  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  amendment  suggested 
by  the  Senator  from  Mississippi,  namely, 
in  line  11,  after  the  word  “agreement”, 
to  strike  out  “calling  for  the  expenditure 
of  more  than  $20,000  per  annum”,  is 
agreed  to. 
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Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Let  me  say  that  the  suggestion  for  this 
change  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
who  is  necessarily  absent  from  the 
Chamber  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Record  will  so  show. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amend¬ 
ment. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  TO  MONDAY— 

ORDER  FOR  CALL  OF  THE  CALEN¬ 
DAR  ON  MONDAY 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  this  eve¬ 
ning  it  stand  in  recess  until  12  o’clock 
noon  on  Monday  next,  which  is  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  announcement  which  I 
have  made  prior  to  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  request? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  request  is 
that  when  the  Senate  completes  its  busi¬ 
ness  today  it  stand  in  recess  until  12 
o’clock  noon  on  Monday  next,  which 
would  be  a  recess  over  Good  Friday  and 
Easter  Sunday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  previously  announced  that  on  Mon¬ 
day  next,  when  the  Senate  reconvenes, 
there  will  be  only  a  call  of  the  calendar 
for  the  consideration  of  measures  to 
which  there  is  no  objection,  beginning  at 
the  point  where  the  previous  call  was 
concluded.  The  request  I  am  about  to 
make  is  pursuant  to  the  prior  announce¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  calendar  of  bills  to  which 
there  is  no  objection  be  called  on  Mon¬ 
day,  and  that  the  call  begin  at  the  point 
where  the  last  call  of  the  calendar  left 
off,  with  order  No.  1149. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Carlson  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
when  the  Senate  completes  the  call  of 
the  calendar  on  Monday  next  I  shall  not 
be  present.  However,  the  majority 
whip,  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall]  will  be  serving  for 
me  as  acting  majority  leader.  I  have 
discussed  with  him  and  with  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader  the  announcement  I  am  about 
to  make.  It  is  that  after  the  call  of  the 
calendar  the  Senate  take  a  recess  until 
Tuesday.  In  other  words,  no  controver¬ 
sial  legislation  will  be  brought  up  on 
Monday. 

On  Tuesday,  when  the  Senate  recon¬ 
venes,  it  is  my  intention  to  have  the  Sen¬ 
ate  consider  the  wool  bill,  which  we  ex¬ 
pect  to  make  the  unfinished  business  of 
the  Senate  later  today  before  the  Senate 
recesses  until  Monday. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 

CONTRACTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Building  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing 
purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
lease  quarters  for  post  office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  call  up  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Cordon]  and  myself,  and  I  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  3, 
at  the  end  of  line  2,  it  is  proposed  to  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

Every  lease  purchase  contract  entered  into 
pursuant  to  this  title  shall  provide  for  equal 
annual  payments  and  the  Administrator 
shall  not  enter  into  any  such  contract  un¬ 
less  the  amount  of  the  annual  payment  re¬ 
quired  by  such  contract  plus  the  aggregate 
of  the  annual  payments  required  by  all  other 
lease  purchase  contracts  entered  into  during 
the  same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  the  spe¬ 
cific  limitations  on  such  payments  which 
shall  be  provided  in  appropriation  acts:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a  limitation 
of  not  to  exceed  $4  million  is  hereby  estab¬ 
lished  for  such  purpose. 

On  page  11,  between  lines  15  and  16, 
title  II,  insert  the  following: 

(i)  Every  lease  purchase  contract  entered 
into  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  provide  for 
equal  annual  payments  and  the  Administra¬ 
tor  shall  not  enter  into  any  such  contract 
unless  the  amount  of  the  annual  payment 
required  by  such  contract  plus  the  aggre 
gate  of  the  annual  payments  required  by  all 
other  lease  purchase  contracts  entered  into 
during  the  same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed 
the  specific  limitations  on  such  payments 
which  shall  be  provided  in  appropriation 
acts:  Provided,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955, 
a  limitation  of  not  to  exceed  $1  million  is 
hereby  established  for  such  purpose. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
said,  the  amendment  is  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  and  I  join  him  in 
offering  it. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  is  tempo¬ 
rarily  absent  from  the  Chamber  but  is 
expected  to  return  momentarily.  I  shall 
take  the  liberty  of  proceeding  to  make  a 
few  brief  remarks  in  connection  with 
the  amendment,  with  the  expectation 
that  the  Senator  from  Oregon  will  pre¬ 
sent  his  views.  I  shall  yield  to  him  when 
he  returns  to  the  Chamber. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  feels 
that  there  should  be  a  ceiling  placed  in 
the  bill  as  to  title  I,  which  applies  to  the 
General  Services  Administration,  and  as 
to  title  II,  which  applies  to  the  Post  Of¬ 
fice  Department. 

That  is  in  keeping  with  good  practices. 
The  amendment  which  I  have  drawn  up, 
with  the  intention  of  offering,  would  put 
a  permanent  ceiling  for  each  year  of 
operation  of  the  act  as  to  title  I  and 
as  to  title  II. 

However,  after  reading  the  amend¬ 
ment  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 


Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon],  I  decided  to  join 
with  him  in  his  amendment,  because  it 
has  exactly  the  same  purpose  in  view. 

It  sets  a  definite  statutory  limitation 
or  ceiling  on  the  amount  of  money  which 
can  be  paid  out  for  rent  under  each  title 
for  the  first  year  of  operation,  and  for 
subsequent  years  it  leaves  it  up  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  to  put  a 
ceiling  on  the  amount  of  money  which 
can  be  paid  out  for  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tracts  each  year. 

The  reason  the  figure  is  set  for  the  first 
year  is  because  there  will  not  be  time 
this  year  for  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  to  establish  the  ceiling. 

I  may  say  for  the  benefit  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon],  who  has 
just  entered  the  Chamber  from  some 
other  duty,  that  the  Senate  has  reached 
the  point  of  considering  his  amendment. 
The  Senator  from  Mississippi  has  offered 
it  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
and  was  merely  making  a  very  brief 
statement. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  for  the  presentation  of  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CORDON.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  for  a  moment,  I  should  like  to  have 
him  complete  his  statement.  I  shall  be 
very  happy  to  have  him  do  so. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  the  cour¬ 
tesy  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  As  I 
was  saying,  Mr.  President,  the  limita¬ 
tion  is  placed  in  the  amendment  itself  so 
far  as  the  first  year’s  operation  of  the 
bill  is  concerned,  because  there  will  not 
be  time  for  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  to  consider  the  matter  and  set 
the  limitation.  Thereafter  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  will  have  time  and 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  study  the 
subject,  and  it  will  come  through  in  the 
orderly  channels,  and  the  limitation  will 
be  established  at  that  time. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  that  I  did  not  have  an  opportunity 
to  hear  the  complete  statement  of  my 
friend  and  colleague  and  cosponsor,  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis], 
because  I  do  not  like  to  replow  ground. 
However,  I  shall  not  take  much  time  in 
any  event.  The  amendment  was  pre¬ 
pared  and  is  offered  because  of  the  con¬ 
sidered  view  of  its  sponsors  that  all  leg¬ 
islation  on  the  Federal  level  should,  so 
far  as  possible,  follow  a  common  pattern. 

It  is  important,  Mr.  President,  that 
that  be  done  insofar  as  it  can  be  done, 
because  the  pattern  of  legislation,  the 
pattern  of  administration,  even  as  is  true 
of  the  pattern  of  judicial  decision,  as  it 
is  followed  in  this  country  today,  is  the 
accumulated  result  of  many  years  of  ex¬ 
perience.  Were  it  not  that  we  could  use 
the  knowledge  gained  from  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  yesterday,  and  all  our  yesterdays, 
there  could  be  no  hope  in  this  world  for 
self -government. 

It  is  absolutely  essential  that  we  learn 
from  our  errors  of  the  past,  so  that  we 
may  not  duplicate  them.  It  is  essential 
that  we  have  at  hand  knowledge  of  the 
wise  action  of  the  past,  so  that  we  may 
follow  it. 

No  better  example  of  the  necessity  of 
proceeding  in  that  way  could  be  pre- 
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sented  to  any  legislative  body  than  the 
one  that  is  now  before  the  Senate.  I  am 
not  speaking  about  the  pending  meas¬ 
ure.  I  refer  to  the  statements  which 
have  been  heard  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  with  respect  to  the  deplorable  record 
that  has  been  made  by  the  executive  de¬ 
partment  in  connection  with  the  Federal 
Housing  Administration. 

Mr.  President,  the  housing  law  was 
created  hurriedly  in  order  to  meet  an 
emergency,  which  had  been  created  as 
the  result  of  some  12  years  of  depression 
and  4  years  of  war.  It  was  necessary, 
Mr.  President,  that  housing  be  provided, 
and  be  provided  immediately.  We  went 
to  every  possible  extent  to  answer  that 
need.  We  even  went  to  the  extent  of  de¬ 
liberately  conferring  by  law  power  be¬ 
yond  all  reason.  We  are  now,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  harvesting  the  bitter  fruit  of  that 
mistake.  We  should  not  today  duplicate 
the  mistake. 

True,  we  face  the  necessity  of  under¬ 
taking  a  stupendous  building  program  to 
house  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  True,  we  are  not  in  a  position  to 
borrow  more  money  in  great  amounts 
for  that  purpose.  True,  we  can  bridge 
our  immediate  difficulties  and  provide 
for  our  immediate  needs  by  the  type  of 
procedure  authorized  by  the  bill.  I  wish 
it  to  be  understood  that  I  do  not  oppose 
the  purpose  of  the  bill.  But,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  must  throw  safeguards  around 
any  action  by  Congress  which  tends  to 
transfer  to  any  executive  department, 
agency,  or  official  power  in  any  degree. 
That  is  essential. 

One  lesson  which  all  the  weary  years 
of  Government  have  taught  is  that  the 
great  danger  lies  in  power  itself.  Not 
power  arrogated  by  an  individual  to  him¬ 
self,  but  power  after  it  may  have  come 
into  being.  I  undertake  to  say,  Mr. 
President,  that  the  fact  that  this  Nation 
has  been  able  through  the  years  to  reach 
its  present  standing  in  the  world  rests  to 
a  very  great  extent  upon  the  fact  that 
our  forebears  so  contrived  that  no  extra¬ 
ordinary  power  could  ever  be  exercised 
by  any  individual  or  any  group  in  any  de¬ 
partment  or  division  of  government. 
That  was  the  reason  for  the  tripartite 
departmental  government  concept. 
That  was  the  reason  why  the  power  of 
the  purse  was  reposed  in  the  Congress. 
And,  Mr.  President,  that  is  the  reason 
why  my  colleague  from  Mississippi  and 
I  are  offering  this  amendment  today,  so 
that  the  power  of  the  purse  will  still  rest 
in  the  legislative  department. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendments,  Mr. 
President,  is  simple.  The  two  amend¬ 
ments  have  exactly  the  same  purpose. 
They  are  divided  solely  because  there  are 
two  titles  of  the  bill  which  are  neces¬ 
sary  by  virtue  of  the  existing  practice  of 
construction  in  the  Post  Office  field  be¬ 
ing  done  by  that  Department,  and  con¬ 
struction  in  the  civilian  field  being  done 
by  the  General  Services  Administration. 

As  the  bill  came  from  the  committee  it 
carried  a  provision  which  the  Public 
Works  Committee  believed  was  absolute¬ 
ly  essential  if  the  bill  was  to  be  favorably 
reported,  namely,  that  there  should  be  a 
legislative  check  upon  the  power  which 
was  extended  to  enter  into  contracts  and, 
thereby  to  create  on  the  part  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  obligations  to  pay  vast 


sums  of  money,  running  over  a  long  pe¬ 
riod  of  time.  It  was  deemed  advisable 
that  such  obligations  should  be  created 
without  any  safeguards  whatever  in  the 
way  of  review  by  any  group,  so  as  to  as¬ 
sure  that  the  contracts  were  made  only 
after  public  notice,  bidding,  and  so  forth. 
The  committee  felt  that  the  check  should 
be  simply  that  of  requiring  agreement 
between  the  construction  body,  that  is, 
the  General  Services  Administration  in 
the  executive  department,  and  the  two 
Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  two 
Houses. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  check.  It  could 
be  most  helpful.  It  might  be  adequate. 
But,  Mr.  President,  we  must,  I  think,  al¬ 
ways  have  in  mind  that  the  ultimate  test 
of  a  law  is  not  what  is  being  done  under 
the  law;  the  test  is  what  can  be  done 
under  the  law.  If  we  use  that  test,  and, 
in  using  it,  assume  that  the  law  may  be 
maladmiinstered  or  nonadministered,  we 
will  have  a  sound  legal  pattern. 

In  this  instance  the  step  indicated  by 
the  committee  was  good,  insofar  as  it 
went.  It  was  irregular,  however,  in  that 
the  check  was  a  check  by  a  few  Members 
of  the  two  Houses,  not  by  the  total  voting 
membership  of  the  two  Houses. 

There  is  outstanding  personnel  on  the 
Public  Works  Committee  of  the  Senate, 
and  there  is  also  outstanding  personnel 
on  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
House.  I  would  not  question  that  for  a 
moment.  I  doubt,  Mr.  President,  that 
any  action  taken  by  those  two  commit¬ 
tees  in  concert  would  ever  be  questioned. 
I  feel,  however,  that  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  owe  to  their 
membership  on  those  two  committees 
that  the  full  House  and  the  full  Senate 
take  each  its  share  of  the  responsibility 
of  making  the  check. 

The  Byrd  amendment,  which  I  believe 
has  been  adopted,  goes  further  in  estab¬ 
lishing  checks.  It  establishes  standards, 
and  standards  are  valuable.  It  sets  up 
a  condition  precedent  of  approval  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  That  is  help¬ 
ful.  But,  still,  Mr.  President,  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States,  which,  in  the 
last  analysis,  is  the  legislative  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  does  not  pass 
upon  this  program  as  it  is  developed  and 
carried  out.  This  amendment  simply 
requires  that  that  be  done.  It  provides, 
in  substance,  as  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  advised 
the  Senate  before  I  reached  the  floor, 
that  contracts  to  be  entered  into  for 
lease-purchase  of  real  property  as  in  the 
bill  described  shall  not  require  annual 
payment  for  any  given  year  which,  plus 
the  aggregate  of  the  annual  payments 
on  other  contracts,  shall  exceed  a  speci¬ 
fied  limitation  placed  in  the  law  by  the 
two  Houses  after  consideration  by  the 
Appropriation  Committees. 

That  means  that  the  program,  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  our  practice,  would 
be  presented  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Appropriations  as  an  expenditure  pro¬ 
gram.  That  committee  would  deter¬ 
mine  the  extent  to  which  the  program 
properly  could  fit  into  the  financial  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  United  States  Government, 
considering  all  the  other  commitments 
of  the  Government,  and  considering  the 
time  element.  The  House  committee 
then  would  adopt  the  program  as  sub- 
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mitted,  or  it  would  adopt  a  smaller  pro¬ 
gram,  or  it  would  refuse  to  adopt  any 
program. 

The  matter  then  would  be  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  to  the 
floor  of  the  House,  and  there  it  would 
be  debated.  Those  in  favor  of  the  bill 
would  have  their  day  in  court.  The  com¬ 
mittee  itself  would  be  heard,  and  the 
whole  House  would  pass  judgment. 

The  bill  then  would  come  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  the  same  procedure  would  be 
followed  in  this  body. 

The  construction  agency.  General 
Services  Administration,  supported  by 
whatever  agencies  needed  the  particular 
improvements  or  real  property,  would 
come  before  the  Senate  committee  and 
make  its  case.  It  would  correct  any 
statements  which  had  been  misunder¬ 
stood,  and  would  supply  any  other  facts 
which  it  felt  the  committee  should  have. 
Another  committee  of  Congress,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Appropriations,  would 
then  review  the  matter.  It  would  take 
action  and  recommend  a  figure  to  the 
Senate,  where  again  the  matter  would 
be  debated. 

If,  as  a  result  of  the  Senate’s  action 
there  was  provided  a  figure  different 
from  that  of  the  House  or  there  were 
other  differences,  then  in  conference 
there  would  be  reconciliation,  there 
would  be  a  decision,  and  the  action'  of 
the  conferees,  in  turn,  would  go  to  the 
two  Houses.  The  final  action,  of  course, 
would  require  approval  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States. 

In  this  way,  Mr.  President,  we  would 
be  not  only  retaining  the  power  of  the 
purse  but  we  would  be  saying  to  the 
Members  of  Congress  at  this  time  and  at 
all  future  times  that  one  of  their  obliga¬ 
tions  is  to  ride  herd  in  supervision  of  the 
program,  a  program  which  conceivably 
could  go  not  only  as  high  as  $3  billion 
but  I  suspect  could  go  far  beyond  that. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  in  connection  with  the 
figures? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  have  in  my  hand  a 
statement  from  official  sources  showing 
the  amounts  paid  by  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  each  year  for  rents 
and  leases.  The  total  estimated  figure 
shown  for  the  fiscal  year  1955  is  $43  mil¬ 
lion  so  the  Senator’s  amendment  would 
provide  a  little  less  than  10  percent  of 
the  amount  which  is  currently  being  paid 
annually  for  rented  property.  That  is  a 
generous  figure,  I  should  think — certain¬ 
ly  generous  enough — and  it  will  not  ham¬ 
per  the  program  in  the  least. 

I  desire  to  have  the  Senator’s  com¬ 
ments  on  certain  other  facts.  From  the 
Post  Office  Department  the  estimated 
rent  and  lease  figure  for  the  fiscal  year 
1955  is  $37.4  million.  The  Senator’s 
amendment  would  permit  only  $1  mil¬ 
lion.  But,  as  I  understand,  there  has 
been  a  conference  with  the  Post  Office 
Department  representatives.  Would  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  cover  those  two 
points? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  is  correct.  The  $1  million  figure 
was  deemed  by  responsible  officials  with¬ 
in  the  Post  Office  Department  to  be  ade¬ 
quate  for  the  first  year  of  the  operation 
of  the  act.  The  $4  million  figure  was 
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deemed  to  be  adequate  by  the  General 
Services  Administration.  Neither  figure 
is  anything  more  than  a  “guesstimate” 
for  the  first  year  of  the  operation  of  a 
new  program,  an  utterly  new  departure 
in  the  matter  of  administrative  and  ap- 
propriative  law  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  adds 
another  restriction  to  the  bill.  It  does 
not  eliminate  any  of  the  features  in¬ 
volved  in  the  bill,  does  it? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from 
California  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  I  understand,  it  is 
not  the  intention  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  to  eliminate  any  of  the  restric¬ 
tions  now  in  the  billf  but  to  include  this 
one  in  addition. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  is  correct, 
although  I  would  be  less  than  frank  if  I 
did  not  add  to  my  answer  the  thought 
that  I  believe  that  in  conference  some  of 
the  restrictions  could  be  avoided  by  a 
more  careful  study  of  all  of  them,  and 
the  application  only  of  those  which  can 
be  integrated  and  which  will  serve  the 
purpose  of  providing  appropriate  re¬ 
straint. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  that  by  inad¬ 
vertence  an  error  has  crept  into  the 
amendment  on  page  2,  line  9.  Should 
not  the  word  “Administrator,”  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  be  changed  to  “Postmas¬ 
ter  General?” 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  change  should 
be  made,  if  the  Postmaster  General  ac¬ 
tually,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  would 
be  handling  the  construction;  yes. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  It  seems  to  me  that 
$4  million  in  rent  for  1  year  is  a  rather 
large  figure  within  itself.  Would  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  venture  an  esti¬ 
mate  of  what  he  thinks,  based  on  all  the 
facts  he  has  before  him,  he  should  rec¬ 
ommend  to  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  as  the  amount  which  should 
be  fixed  as  an  annual  limitation? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon,  assuming  this  sort  of  lan¬ 
guage  to  be  in  the  law,  and  assuming  the 
passage  of  the  bill,  would  approach  the 
matter  substantially  in  this  wise:  The 
Committee  on  Appropriations  should 
ask  the  construction  division  of  the  exe¬ 
cutive  department  for  a  statement  of  an 
overall  program,  such  a  program  as 
would,  over  a  reasonable  period  of  years, 
develop  the  sort  of  adequate  quarters 
which  the  Government  needs.  Taking 
into  consideration  the  quarters  now 
used,  the  executive  department  could 
submit  an  estimate  of  its  needs  for  other 
buildings,  the  rate  of  rental,  and  so 
forth,  and  work  out  a  sound  program. 

After  the  committee  has  received  the 
overall,  basic  information  essential  to 
a  sound  program,  and  having  worked  it 
out,  let  that  be  the  pattern  for  future 
years. 

I  am  not  deluding  myself  at  all,  as  my 
colleague  knows.  On  more  than  one  oc¬ 
casion  we  have  had  a  program  worked 


out  in  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
and  it  has  gone  awry.  We  have  had 
many  such  programs.  This  one  also 
might  not  be  followed.  But  I  am  certain 
of  one  thing.  If  error  creeps  in.  it  will 
be  in  favor  of  the  financial  stability  of 
the  Government,  and  not  against  it. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  sincerely  appreciate 
the  statement  which  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  has  just 
made  in  regard  to  some  of  the  restric¬ 
tions  which  have  been  placed  in  the  bill. 
I  am  greatly  interested  in  the  proposed 
legislation.  I  earnestly  hope  that  Con¬ 
gress  will  approve  it  and  that  it  will 
become  law. 

I  have  been  fearful  that  so  many  re¬ 
strictions  have  been  written  into  the  bill 
in  the  past  few  days  that  the  bill  may 
be  inoperative.  In  view  of  the  state¬ 
ment  just  made  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon,  to  the  effect 
that  the  committee  of  conference  would 
no  doubt  have  an  opportunity  to  check 
on  the  restrictions  contained  in  the  bill 
and  agree  to  a  measure  that  will  be  help¬ 
ful  to  the  Government,  my  fears  have 
been  somewhat  allayed. 

I  think  the  bill  has  great  possibilities. 
Personally,  I  cannot  conceive  of  the 
Federal  Government  continuously  spend¬ 
ing  millions  of  dollars  annually  for  ren¬ 
tals,  while  not  making  any  effort  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  program  which  would  give  the 
Government  an  equity  in  any  of  the 
buildings.  While  I  appreciate  the  steps 
that  have  been  taken,  I  have  been  greatly 
concerned  about  the  restrictions.  In 
view  of  the  statement  that  has  been 
made  by  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon,  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
committee  of  the  conference  will  report  a 
satisfactory  type  of  bill. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kansas.  I  join  with  him  in  the 
views  he  has  expressed. 

Mr.  President,  with  the  consent  of  my 
cosponsor,  I  amend  our  proposed  amend¬ 
ment,  on  page  2,  line  9,  by  deleting  the 
word  “Administrator”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “Postmaster  General.” 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  detain  the  Senate.  I  believe  the 
Senate  is  ready  to  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  wish  to  say,  though,  as  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  who 
voted  for  the  bill  without  any  ceiling 
being  provided,  on  further  consideration 
I  am  firmly  convinced  that  there  ought 
to  be  a  definite  ceiling  placed  in  the  bill. 
The  Senate  is  discussing  what  will  be 
taken  to  conference  and  what  may  come 
back  from  conference.  I  do  not  desire 
to  tangle  the  bill  with  a  lot  of  unnec¬ 
essary  restrictions  as  such,  but  I  cer¬ 
tainly  hope  that  if  the  amendment  is 
adopted,  it  will  be  taken  very  seriously 
by  the  Senate  conferees  as  one  of  the 
major  points  to  be  insisted  upon  in  con¬ 
ference  with  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  facts  con- 
crning  the  bill  are  before  the  Senate,  and 
I  yield  the  floor.  ____________ 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  was  at¬ 
tempting  to  add  to  and  to  perfect  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House,  there  was 
a  feeling  that  there  should  be  a  series 
of  restrictions  on  the  authority  granted. 
That  question  has  been  pretty  generally 
discussed  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
There  was  an  overwhelming  feeling  in 
the  committee  that  the  same  type  of 
restriction  which  now  applies  in  the  case 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  should 
be  provided  by  this  bill,  and  so  we 
adopted  the  language  “come  into  agree¬ 
ment”  with  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works. 

On  the  floor  of  the  Senate  a  question 
was  raised  some  days  ago  as  to  whether 
the  Senate  should  agree  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  adopted  by  the  committee.  The 
Senate,  by  a  vote  of  60  to  8,  stood  by 
the  committee  and  the  restrictions  which 
the  committee  had  written  into  the  bill. 

I  believe  there  is  much  merit  in  the 
position  taken  by  the  Senators  from 
Oregon  and  Mississippi  in  regard  to  the 
amendment  now  proposed,  and  I  think 
it  ought  to  be  considered  and  adopted 
by  the  Senate,  but  it  should  not  be  taken 
to  conference,  Mr.  President,  with  the 
idea  that  it  may  be  used  to  eliminate  the 
restriction  which  the  Senate,  by  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote,  chose  to  adopt. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  modified,  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  for 
himself  and  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  StennisI. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

THE  GENERAL  MOTORS  TANK 
CONTRACT 

Mr.  KEFAUVER  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  may  yield  to 
me  in  order  that  I  may  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum,  without  his  losing 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered, 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  the 
long-abiding  conflict  in  southeast  Asia 
now  threatens  to  destroy  the  precarious 
balance  between  stalemated  peace  and 
world  war/ 

The  President  and  certain  officials  of 
his  administration  obviously  have  under¬ 
taken  a  program  to  educate  our  people 
to  the  dangers  of  the  immediate  future. 
It  is  wise  that  they  should  do  this,  al¬ 
though  it  is  perhaps  unfortunate  that 
thfey  have  not  undertaken  it  before. 
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Mr.  Roscoe  Drummond,  of  the  New 
York  Herald  Tribune,  put  it  this  way  the 
other  day: 

If  the  Government  Is  to  get  support  for 
what  needs  to  be  done  to  avert  calamity 
in  Indochina,  then  the  administration  will 
have  to  trust  the  people  with  the  facts.  My 
impression  is  that  the  American  public  is 
not  afraid  to  face  the  facts  and  that  some 
administration  officials  had  better  be  afraid 
to  face  the  people  if  they  don’t  deal  more 
openly  with  the  facts. 

If  we  use  the  facts  at  hand,  we  need 
not  be  caught  in  a  state  of  psychological 
and  physical  unpreparedness,  whatever 
might  be  our  lot  in  the  weeks  and  months 
to  come. 

To  solve  the  problems  presented  to  the 
free  world  by  Indochina,  the  so-called 
New  Look  in  defense  and  diplomacy  is 
not  enough.  I  think  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  are  getting  a  little  tired  of  this  con¬ 
troversy  over  the  Old  Look  versus  the 
New  Look.  What  the  people  of  this 
country  want  is  a  Good  Look — a  sound, 
sensible  appraisal  of  the  Indochina  situ¬ 
ation  upon  which  to  base  necessary 
action.  And  I  think  they  will  demand  a 
sound  preparedness  production  program 
here  at  home,  too. 

For  several  months,  I  have  been  giv¬ 
ing  considerable  study  to  a  highly  impor¬ 
tant  phase  of  our  armed  preparedness: 
the  procurement  of  tanks  for  the  Army. 

I  am  discussing  this  matter  not  only 
because  of  the  importance  of  tanks  in 
connection  with  our  Defense  Establish¬ 
ment,  but  because  I  believe  the  principle 
represented  in  tank  procurement  is  im¬ 
portant  in  connection  with  the  general 
procurement  having  to  do  with  our 
Armed  Forces. 

I  thought  it  was  most  alarming  when 
the  Army  announced  last  September 
that  it  was  awarding  a  $208,000,000  con¬ 
tract  to  Fisher  Body,  a  General  Motors 
Corp.  subsidiary,  for  the  exclusive  pro¬ 
duction  of  M—48  tanks. 

The  General  Motors  Cadillac  branch 
already  is  making  light  tanks  for  our 
Armed  Forces.  Soon  the  General  Mo¬ 
tors  Corp.  or  its  subsidiaries  will  be  the 
only  producers  manufacturing  tanks  for 
the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States. 

It  was  announced  that  the  General 
Motors  bid  on  the  M-48  contract  was  10 
percent  below  that  of  the  next  lowest 
bidder,  the  Chrysler  Corp.  Tank  con¬ 
tracts  formerly  were  held  by  General 
Motors,  Chrysler,  the  Ford  Motor  Co., 
and  the  American  Locomotive  Co.,  at 
Schenectady,  N.  Y.,  although  the  Ford 
Motor  Co.  and  the  American  Locomotive 
Co.  have  been  out  of  the  tank  business 
for  several  months. 

Feeling  that  it  was  a  dangerous  policy 
to  concentrate  so  much  defense  business 
in  one  company — a  company  that  al¬ 
ready  is  producing  50  percent  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  automobiles,  and  has  billions  of 
dollars’  worth  of  Government  con¬ 
tracts — I  asked  the  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  to  schedule 
a  hearing  on  the  proposed  M-48  tank 
contract. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall],  the  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  graciously 
assented,  and  various  interested  parties. 


including  the  Army,  were  notified  that 
the  hearing  was  to  be  held  on  January  29. 

When  the  hearing  opened,  one  of  the 
first  things  we  discovered  was  that  the 
contract  had  been  signed  on  the  prev¬ 
ious  day,  January  28.  That  action, 
which  the  Army  insisted  was  pure  coin¬ 
cidence,  struck  me  as  a  deliberate  show 
of  contempt  for  a  prerogative  of  the 
Congress  in  an  area  in  which  Congress 
had  a  legitimate  interest.  The  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
knew,  for  weeks  in  advance,  that  the 
hearing  was  scheduled  on  the  question 
of  the  wisdom  of  the  policy  of  placing  all 
our  tank  production  orders  in  one  com¬ 
pany;  and  in  the  face  of  the  approach¬ 
ing  hearing  on  that  very  important  sub¬ 
ject  matter,  they  finally  signed  the  con¬ 
tract  the  day  before  they  came  to  the 
hearing — apparently  feeling  they  could 
terminate  the  consideration  or  the  hear¬ 
ing  very  quickly  by  simply  saying  the 
order  was  already  an  accomplished  fact. 

During  that  hearing,  and  at  a  subse¬ 
quent  one  on  March  11,  the  Army  plead¬ 
ed  economy  as  justification  for  putting 
all  of  our  tank-defense  eggs  in  one  cor¬ 
porate  basket.  Both  the  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  and  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary 
of  the  Army  testified  that  the  Defense 
Department  would  save  $18  million  by 
placing  the  contract  with  General 
Motors. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  can  be  con¬ 
clusively  shown  that,  in  the  long  run, 
that  is  very  false  economy,  indeed. 

Analysis  of  the  contracts  shows  that 
Chrysler  was  low  on  overhead,  low  on 
labor,  and  low  on  profit,  but  high  on 
materials.  A  big  difference  between  the 
General  Motors  bid  and  the  Chrysler 
Corp.  bid  was  in  what  they  had  to  pay 
for  the  parts  going  into  the  assembly 
of  the  tanks.  General  Motors  was  going 
to  make  a  larger  profit  than  the  Chrysler 
Corp.  would  make.  General  Motors’ 
labor  costs  would  be  higher,  and  their 
overhead  would  be  higher,  but  they  were 
able  to  obtain  certain  component  parts 
at  a  cheaper  price  than  the  Chrysler 
Corp.  had  to  pay  for  them.  To  some 
extent,  at  least,  this  situation  results 
from  the  fact  that  some  parts  of  the 
tank,  by  Government  specification,  must 
be  obtained  from  General  Motors  sub¬ 
sidiaries,  which  bid  one  price  to  the  par¬ 
ent  body,  and  another  to  a  competitor. 

In  other  words,  a  part  of  the  differ¬ 
ence  arose  because  of  the  fact  that  sub¬ 
sidiaries  of  General  Motors  would  sell  to 
General  Motors  at  a  price  cheaper  than 
the  one  at  which  they  would  sell  to  the 
Chrysler  Corp.  In  my  opinion,  that 
situation  raises  a  very  serious  question 
as  to  whether  by  means  of  this  exclu¬ 
sive  contract,  the  Government  is  en¬ 
couraging  a  violation  of  the  Robinson- 
Patman  Act. 

Mr.  President,  we  know  that  under  the 
Robinson-Patman  Act  a  producer  is  not 
supposed  to  sell  to  a  subsidiary,  or  vice 
versa,  at  a  price  cheaper  than  the  price 
charged  to  a  competitor.  Of  course, 
there  are  certain  exceptions. 

On  the  other  hand,  certain  earmarks 
indicate  that  by  allowing  General  Mo¬ 
tors’  subsidiaries  to  sell  to  the  Fisher 
Body  Co.  at  a  price  lower  than  the  one 
at  which  they  sell  to  the  Chrysler  Corp. 


the  Government  itself  is  condoning  or 
participating  in  a  violation  of  the  Rob¬ 
inson-Patman  Act,  which  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  and  the  Department 
of  Justice  are  required  by  statute  to 
enforce. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  hearings  be¬ 
fore  the  Armed  Services  Committee  on 
this  very  important  matter,  I  also 
brought  up  the  question  of  whether  the 
Army  had  considered  that  it  might  be 
contributing  to  bringing  about  a  mo¬ 
nopoly  position  on  the  part  of  General 
Motors — that  is  to  say,  whether  the 
armed  services,  by  placing  all  the  tank 
contracts  in  General  Motors,  along  with 
billions  of  dollars’  worth  of  other  con¬ 
tracts,  were  themselves  bringing  about  a 
situation  whereby  General  Motors  might 
find  itself  in  violation  of  the  Sherman 
antitrust  law.  The  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
counselor  and  the  other  representatives 
of  the  Department  were  asked  whether 
they  had  considered  such  a  possible  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  Robinson-Patman  Act  and 
the  Sherman  antitrust  law.  They  said 
they  had  not  even  considered  it. 

However,  Mr.  President,  we  know  that 
under  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  particularly  in  the  Aluminum 
Co.  case,  which  was  decided  by  a  spe¬ 
cial  court  set  up  because  so  many  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Supreme  Court  were  disquali¬ 
fied  to  sit  on  that  case,  and  also  under 
the  Supreme  Court’s  decisions  in  the 
American  Tobacco  Co.  case  and  in  many 
other  cases,  there  is  considerable  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  whether  General  Motors  is 
getting  itself  into  such  a  position  that  it 
will  be  in  violation  of  the  antitrust  laws 
of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  very  little  attention  was 
paid  to  the  assertion  I  made  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  monopoly  matter  at  the 
hearings  a  month  or  6  weeks  ago.  How¬ 
ever,  I  notice  that,  according  to  an  Asso¬ 
ciated  Press  dispatch  of  today,  April  15, 
apparently  the  Department  of  Justice  is 
also  concerned  about  the  approaching 
monopoly  position  of  General  Motors.  I 
read  from  the  dispatch: 

Washington,  April  10. — Justice  Depart¬ 
ment  antitrust  experts  who  have  been  look¬ 
ing  into  various  phases  of  the  automobile 
business  said  today  they  may  be  able  to 
decide  within  60  days  whether  court  action 
will  be  taken. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Stanley  M. 
Barnes,  who  heads  the  Antitrust  Division, 
said  that  “the  Department  is  genuinely  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  concentration  of  produc¬ 
tion  in  General  Motors  and  Ford,  and  the 
loss  of  business  to  other  manufacturers,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  independents.” 

“We  are  certainly  interested  in  figures 
which  show  a  continuing  shift  to  Ford  and 
GM,  which  indicates  that  they  are  moving 
toward  a  monopoly  position.” 

Barnes  declined  to  discuss  the  nature  of 
possible  litigation  being  studied,  but  indi¬ 
cated  that  it  would  not  take  the  form  of  a 
monopoly  suit. 

From  the  figures  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  Ford  Motor  Co.  is  getting  any 
large  amount  of  Government  business. 
The  facts  are  that  contracts  such  as  the 
tank  contracts  are  being  taken  away 
from  Ford  and  concentrated  in  General 
Motors. 

The  situation  is  very  unusual.  The 
Department  of  Justice  is  seriously  con- 
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United  States  Ambassador  Donald  Heath 
and  a  party  of  high-ranking  Indochinese 
officials  were  waiting  to  greet  General  O’Dan¬ 
iel  when  his  plane  arrived  from  Honolulu. 

Then  the  article  points  out  that  we 
maintain  a  sizable  mission  in  Indochina, 
and  that  this  very  able  and  brilliant 
American  general  was  believed  to  be 
about  ready  for  retirement  until  this  as¬ 
signment  was  given  to  him. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  entire  article  printed  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks,  as  a  part 
of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  part 
of  the  article  which  particularly  con¬ 
cerns  me  is  a  paragraph  which  reads  as 
follows: 

Lt.  Gen.  Earle  Partridge,  new  United  States 
Par  East  Air  Force  commander,  arrived  in 
Saigon  yesterday.  He  will  fly  to  Hanoi  for 
conferences  with  Gen.  Henri  Navarre,  French 
Supreme  Commander  in  Indochina. 

General  Partridge’s  headquarters  in  Tokyo 
announced  a  squadron  of  United  States  Air 
Force  C-119  flying  boxcars  will  be  sent  to 
Indochina  to  build  up  the  airlift  of  supplies 
to  French  forces. 

The  announcement  was  the  first  confirma¬ 
tion  of  the  fact  ,that  the  Air  Force  is  main¬ 
taining  an  airlift  of  war  materiel  to  Indo¬ 
china. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  language 
is  clear  enough  to  support,  at  least,  the 
implication  that  we  are  stepping  up  the 
tempo  of  American  participation  in  the 
Indochina  war.  Of  course,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  can  call  it  a  military  mission 
or  we  can  call  it  support  by  way  of  mate¬ 
riel.  We  do  not  get  it  there  through  a 
vacuum ;  we  get  it  there  through  Ameri¬ 
can  personnel.  To  me,  a  boy  flying  in 
a  so-called  Air  Force  boxcar  is  just  as 
precious  as  is  a  boy  flying  in  a  fighting 
craft. 

I  think  the  American  people  are  en¬ 
titled  to  know,  and  to  know  quickly,  from 
this  administration  how  many  boys  we 
intend  to  send  there  with  this  kind  of 
support,  because  when  they  are  there, 
Mr.  President,  there  are  some  very  defi¬ 
nite  obligations  we  owe  to  the  flag  which 
is  behind  the  Presiding  Officer’s  chair  to 
see  to  it  that  those  boys  are  protected. 
They  must  be  protected. 

The  apparent  speedup  described  by 
this  newspaper  article  is  a  policy  which 
should  be  reviewed  by  the  Congress.  I 
think  it  is  high  time  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Chiefs 
of  Staff,  and  the  head  of  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment  should  make  available  to  the 
elected  representatives  of  the  people 
what  their  blueprint  is,  if  they  have  one, 
and  if  they  have  not  one,  we  should  have 
an  answer  to  the  question,  “Why  have 
you  no  blueprint?”  We  cannot,  or 
should  not  do  what  this  newspaper  ar¬ 
ticle  indicates  is  being  done  without  a 
plan  or  policy. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  President,  if  facts  are 
presented  to  show  that  we  should  inter¬ 
vene  militarily  in  Indochina,  here  is  one 
person  who  will  stand  behind  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  that  intervention.  But  we  have 
9/right  to  know  what  the  policy  is  in 
, ^advance  of  the  intervention.  I  do  not 
think  we  should  “kid”  the  American 
people  about  it,  either.  I  do  not  think 


that  by  the  use  of  the  language  that  the 
Air  Force  is  maintaining  an  airlift  of  war 
material  to  Indochina,  transported  by 
American  military  personnel  to  the 
fighting  fronts  of  Indochina,  we  should 
lead  anyone  to  believe  that  that  does  not 
constitute  a  military  intervention,  be¬ 
cause  the  maintaining  of  a  supply  line  is 
important  to  a  military  intervention. 

BIPARTISAN  CONSULTATION  REQUIRED 

This  question,  in  my  judgment,  con¬ 
cerns  the  American  people  above  all 
other  questions.  The  administration’s 
plans  in  Indochina,  whether  by  way  of 
intervention  militarily  or  by  way  of  any 
other  terminology  it  wishes  to  use  to  de¬ 
scribe  it,  is  a  matter  of  -policy  which 
ought  to  be  made  clear  to  the  elected 
representatives  of  the  people  on  a  purely 
bipartisan  basis.  Bipartisan  consulta¬ 
tion  simply  does  not  exist  as  of  this 
hour.  I,  for  one,  do  not  like  to  pick  up 
the  newspapers  and  to  read  about  this 
policy  by  way  of  an  accomplished  fact, 
such  as  this  story  indicates  today.  My 
colleagues  on  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  when  I  speak  to  some  of  them, 
say,  “I  do  not  know  anything  more  about 
it  than  I  have  read  in  the  story  myself.” 

I  believe  that  the  strategy  which  the 
administration  has  followed  to  date  in 
regard  to  the  Indochina  matter  certainly 
is  not  in  keeping  with  its  clear  obliga¬ 
tion  to  present  the  facts  to  the  American 
people  with  respect  to  what  the  policy  is 
to  be  in  Indochina,  because  it  happens 
to  be  the  boys  of  the  Nation  who  will 
bleed  in  support  of  that  policy.  It  is 
necessary  for  Congress  to  make  certain 
that  it  is  a  sound  policy. 

I  am  one  Member  of  the  Senate  who 
never  will  accept  the  premise  that  the 
policy  ought  to  be  determined  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  mili¬ 
tary  personnel  without  close  scrutiny  and 
check  by  the  elected  representatives  of 
the  American  people  in  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States.  It  simply  happens 
to  be  my  opinion  that  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  should  apply,  so 
far  as  its  checks  are  concerned,  in  emer¬ 
gency  situations,  at  least  when  time  is 
available  in  which  to  apply  it — and  cer¬ 
tainly  there  has  been  time  and  there 
still  is  time. 

Therefore,  I  call  upon  the  President  of 
the  United  States  to  proceed  to  give  the 
American  people  the  facts,  which  he  has 
not  done  up  to  this  hour,  in  regard  to 
his  blueprint  concerning  Indochina. 

Exhibit  1 

Heads  Advice  Mission — Iron  Mike  Flies  to 

Indochina 

Hanoi,  Indochina,  April  15. — Lt.  Gen.  John 
W.  (Iron  Mike)  O’Daniel  flew  into  Saigon 
today  to  take  command  of  the  United  States 
military  mission  in  Indochina. 

United  States  Ambassador  Donald  Heath 
and  a  party  of  high-ranking  Indochinese  offi¬ 
cials  were  waiting  to  greet  General  O’Daniel 
when  his  plane  arrived  from  Honolulu. 

The  general,  a  veteran  of  Korea,  was  United 
States  Army  commander  in  the  Pacific  be¬ 
fore  he  received  the  Indochina  assignment. 

The  United  States  maintains  a  sizable  mis¬ 
sion  in  Indochina  as  it  does  in  most  coun¬ 
tries  receiving  American  military  aid.  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  mission  give  advice  on  the  use 
of  United  States  equipment  and  supplies, 
but  do  not  take  part  In  actual  military 
operations. 
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The  choice  of  an  officer  of  General  O’Dan- 
iel’s  rank  and  standing  for  the  Indochina 
job  emphasized  America’s  growing  interest 
in  the  war  here.  The  general  had  been  be¬ 
lieved  ready  to  retire  when  he  was  tapped 
for  the  post. 

American  officials  hope  he  will  be  able  to 
help  the  French  intensify  and  improve  the 
training  of  loyal  Indochinese  troops  like 
those  battling  the  Communist  “mole  men” 
who  today  tunneled  within  15  yards  of  a 
key  outpost  at  encircled  Dien  Bien  Phu. 
french  counterattack 

The  Communists,  armed  with  mines  and 
homemade  torpedoes,  wriggled  through 
barbed-wire  entanglements  northwest  of  the 
fortress.  French  and  loyal  Indochinese 
quickly  counterattacked. 

It  was  the  second  straight  raid  in  two 
nights  on  the  outpost  protecting  the  air¬ 
strip,  long  closed  by  rebel  antiaircraft  fire. 

Early  yesterday  Reds  surged  onto  the  air¬ 
strip  and  blew  up  sections  of  steel  matting 
with  explosive-packed  bamboo  canes. 

Through  the  night,  French  transports 
shuttled  back  and  forth  from  Hanoi,  180 
miles  east  of  Dien  Bien  Phu,  to  drop  arms, 
food,  water,  and  medicine  to  the  11,000 
defenders. 

Gen.  Christian  de  Castries’  men  had  ex¬ 
pected  the  Reds  to  make  a  final  mass  assault 
at  any  moment,  with  the  hope  of  capturing 
the  fortress  before  the  rainy  season  begins. 

But  weathermen  said  the  start  of  the  mon¬ 
soon  season  was  at  least  10  days  away  now, 
giving  the  Reds  more  leeway  for  planning 
their  next  assault. 

There  was  some  speculation  that  even 
though  the  Reds  have  built  up  their  attack 
force  with  reinforcements,  they  may  aban¬ 
don  the  costly  attempt  to  take  the  fortress. 
Communist  radio  broadcasts  of  the  past  few 
days  have  been  minimizing  the  importance 
of  Dien  Bien  Phu. 

Lt.  Gen.  Earle  Partridge,  new  United  States 
Far  East  Air  Force  commander,  arrived  in 
Saigon  yesterday.  He  will  fly  to  Hanoi  for 
conferences  with  Gen.  Henri  Navarre,  French 
supreme  commander  in  Indochina. 

General  Partridge’s  headquarters  in  Tokyo 
announced  a  squadron  of  United  States  Air 
Force  C-119  Flying  Boxcars  will  be  sent  to 
Indochina  to  build  up  the  airlift  of  supplies 
to  French  forces. 

The  announcement  was  the  first  confirma¬ 
tion  of  the  fact  that  the  Air  Force  is  main¬ 
taining  an  airlift  of  war  material  to  Indo¬ 
china. 


AMENDMENT  OF  MERCHANT  MA¬ 
RINE  ACT  OF  1936— REPORT  OF  A 

COMMITTEE 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President, 
from  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce,  I  report  favorably, 
with  an  amendment,  the  bill  (S.  1878)  to 
amend  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936, 
as  amended,  and  I  submit  a  report  (No. 
1212)  thereon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  received  and  the  bill  will  be 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  bill  applies  to 
the  valuation  of  vessels  under  the  War 
Risk  Insurance  Act.  The  report  is  very 
complete.  The  bill  is  a  technical  one, 
but  I  think  it  will  be  passed  promptly  by 
the  Senate.  I  hope  it  will  be  on  the  cal¬ 
endar  on  Monday.  I  do  not  think  there 
will  be  any  opposition.  The  bill  will 
clear  up  many  questions  which  are  now 
somewhat  in  doubt  under  the  act. 

I  now  desire  to  speak  on  another  sub¬ 
ject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  has  the  floor. 
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CREATION  OP  A  NEW  11TH  JUDICIAL! 

CIRCUIT  AND  APPOINTMENT  OP 

ADDITIONAL  JUDGES  IN  THE  9TH 

JUDICIAL  CIRCUIT 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  introduce  a  bill  which  would 
create  a  new  11th  judicial  circuit,  and 
would  provide  for  additional  judges  to 
serve  in  the  9th  circuit,  and  also  for  a 
division  of  the  9th  circuit. 

I  desire  to  read  into  the  Record  a  let¬ 
ter  from  Chief  Judge  Williams  Denman, 
of  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  Ninth  Judicial  Circuit,  which  ex¬ 
plains  the  reason  for  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  The  huge  migra¬ 
tion  into  the  States  of  the  ninth  circuit  has 
now  reached  the  point  where  the  appellate 
litigation  requires  12  circuit  judges. 

I  wish  to  interpolate  that  a  bill  re¬ 
cently  has  been  passed,  which  I  think 
the  President  has  signed,  to  create  2  ad¬ 
ditional  judges  for  the  Ninth  Circuit, 
which  would  make  a  total  of  9  judges. 
But  referring  to  a  meeting  of  the  Judi¬ 
cial  Conference  of  the  United  States, 
Judge  Denman  says: 

The  Judical  Conference,  created  by  title 
28,  United  States  Code,  section  331,  to  ad¬ 
vise  the  Congress  on  the  need  of  the  courts, 
has  recommended  to  Congress  such  an  in¬ 
crease  of  circuit  judges. 

This  is  despite  the  fact  that  Congress 
has  recently  passed  a  bill  providing  for 
two  more  judges  in  the  Ninth  Circuit.  I 
continue  to  read  from  the  letter: 

However,  nearly  all  of  the  chief  judges  in¬ 
dicated  they  thought  the  remedy  required 
a  division  of  the  circuit,  since  such  an  ap¬ 
pellate  court  would  be  most  unwieldy. 

I  must  say  that  I  agree  with  Judge 
Denman’s  statement  that  12  judges 
would  constitute  an  unwieldly  appellate 
court. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  because  the 
bill  affects  his  State,  too. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  Senator  from  Washington  has  over¬ 
looked  the  fact  or  not,  but  many  months 
ago,  upon  the  advice  of  Judge  Denman, 
I  introduced  a  bill  providing  for  exactly 
the  type  of  court  which  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Washington  is  proposing 
in  his  bill.  I  wonder  if  there  is  any  dif¬ 
ference  between  his  bill  and  the  bill  on 
the  calendar.  I  should  be  happy  to  have 
the  Senator  from  Washington  join  in 
the  sponsorship  of  my  bill,  or  I  shall 
be  happy  to  join  with  him  in  the  spon¬ 
sorship  of  his  bill.  I  have  no  pride  of 
authorship,  but  I  think  a  similar  bill  is 
pending. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  There  may  be 
some  difference  in  the  wording  of  the 
bills,  but  I  assure  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  that  we  have  the  same  purpose. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that,  with  the  consent  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon,  I  may  become  a  co¬ 
sponsor  of  his  bill,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  he  may  become  a  cosponsor 
of  the  bill  I  have  introduced.  Then  we 
shall  see  which  one  is  acted  on  first. 


Mr.  MORSE.  That  arrangement  is 
satisfactory  to  me.  I  merely  wish  to 
have  a  bill  passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
have  a  unanimous-consent  agreement 
which  I  desire  to  propose.  I  shall  not 
object  to  the  unanimous-consent  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Washington,  pro¬ 
vided  he  will  allow  me  to  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum.  I  intend  to  ask 
later  that  the  order  for  the  quorum  call 
be  rescinded,  and  then  to  propose  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  to  vote 
on  the  lease -purchase  bill  next  Tuesday. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Texas,  but 
before  doing  so  I  desire  to  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  the  letter  from 
Judge  Denman  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Washington? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

United  States  Court  op  Appeals, 

Ninth  Judicial  Circuit, 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  April  5,  1954. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Macnuson, 

United.  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  The  huge  migra¬ 
tion  into  the  States  of  the  ninth  circuit  has 
now  reached  the  point  where  the  appellate 
litigation  requires  12  circuit  judges.  The 
Judicial  Conference,  created  by  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  section  331,  to  advise 
Congress  on  the  need  of  the  courts,  has  rec¬ 
ommended  to  Congress  such  an  increase  of 
circuit  Judges.  However,  nearly  all  of  the 
chief  judges  indicated  they  thought  the 
remedy  required  a  division  of  the  circuit, 
since  such  an  appellate  court  would  be  most 
unwieldy. 

Pursuant  to  this  our  judicial  council  has 
adopted  the  enclosed  resolution  giving  the 
facts  and  figures  supplied  by  the  Judicial 
Conference  showing  the  need  for  the  judges 
and  the  division  of  the  circuit. 

We  beg  of  you  to  give  the  resolution  your 
careful  study  and  your  support  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  for  division  of  the  circuit  at  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress. 

Very  faithfully  yours, 

William  Denman, 

Chief  Judge. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself,  my  colleague,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  I  introduce  for  appropriate  ref¬ 
erence  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  creation 
of  an  11th  judicial  circuit  to  be  com¬ 
prised  of  Alaska,  Idaho,  Montana,  Ore¬ 
gon,  and  Washington,  and  for  the  circuit 
judges  constituting  the  9th  and  11th 
circuits. 

I  am  certain  Senators  will  have  no 
objection  to  the  bill,  when  they  under¬ 
stand  the  purpose  of  it. 

The  bill  (S.  3314)  to  provide  for  the 
creation  of  an  11th  judicial  circuit  to  be 
comprised  of  Alaska,  Idaho,  Montana, 
Oregon,  and  Washington,  and  for  the 
circuit  judges  constituting  the  9th  and 
11th  circuits,  introduced  by  Mr.  Mag- 
ntjson  (for  himself,  Mr.  Jackson,  and 
Mr.  Morse)  ,  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 


April  15 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUBLIC 

BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE  CON¬ 
TRACTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Building  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts:  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  as  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  For  my¬ 
self  and  on  behalf  of  the  majority  leader, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Knowland],  and  the  leader  of 
the  Independent  Party,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  I 
submit  a  proposed  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  which  I  ask  to  have  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Ordered,  That  following  the  morning  busi¬ 
ness  on  Tuesday,  April  20,  during  the  further 
consideration  of  H.  R.  6342,  to  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide 
for  the  construction  of  certain  public  build¬ 
ings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  con¬ 
tracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post- 
office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes, 
debate  on  any  amendment  or  motion  (in¬ 
cluding  appeals)  shall  be  limited  to  not 
exceeding  60  minutes,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  mover  of 
any  such  amendment  or  motion  and  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  in  the 
event  he  is  opposed  to  such  an  amendment 
or  motion;  otherwise,  by  the  mover  and  the 
minority  leader  or  some  Senator  designated 
by  him:  Provided,  That  no  amendment  that 
is  not  germane  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
said  bill  shall  be  received:  And  provided 
further.  That  debate  upon  the  bill  itself  shall 
be  limited  to  not  exceeding  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled,  respectively, 
by  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel | 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not  object, 
I  am  satisfied  that  we  have  exhausted 
debate  on  this  subject — in  fact,  ex¬ 
hausted  the  Senate  on  it — and  that  prob¬ 
ably  the  Senate  would  be  ready  to  vote  on 
it  tonight  if  a  quorum  could  be  obtained. 
I  do  not  think  a  quorum  could  be  ob¬ 
tained:  therefore,  I  think  an  early  hour 
on  Tuesday  should  be  set  for  voting  on 
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the  bill.  The  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  so  provides,  and  I  shall  support  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest?  No  objection  is  heard,  and  the 
unanimous-consent  request  is  agreed  to. , 

Ibm  - tm— — — ^  -  '  J 

BOUNDARY  AGREEMENT  BETWEEN 

THE,  STATES  OF  ALABAMA  AND 

FLORIDA 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  un¬ 
finished  business  we  temporarily  laid 
aside  and  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1185, 
House  Joint  Resolution  347. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  joint  resolution 
(H.  J.  Res.  347)  giving  the  consent  of 
Congress  to  an  agreement  between  the 
State  of  Alabama  and  the  State  of 
Florida,  establishing  a  boundary  between 
such  States. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Record,  may  we  have  a 
brief  explanation  of  the  resolution? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  first 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks  the  report  of  the  Senate 
committee  on  the  joint  resolution. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
(No.  1172)  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  to  which 
was  referred  the  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res. 
347)  giving  the  consent  of  Congress  to  an 
agreement  between  the  State  of  Alabama 
and  the  State  of  Florida  establishing  a 
boundary  between  such  States,  having  con¬ 
sidered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon 
without  amendment  and  recommends  that 
the  bill  do  pass. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  give  the  con¬ 
sent  of  Congress  to  an  agreement  between 
the  State  of  Florida  and  the  State  of  Alabama 
establishing  a  boundary  between  such  States. 
statement 

This  legislation  covers  the  same  subject 
matter  and  accomplishes  the  same  purpose 
for  which  Senate  Joint  Resolution  123  was 
Introduced  in  the  Senate  by  Senators  Hol¬ 
land,  Hill,  Sparkman,  and  Smathers  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  2,  1954. 

House  Joint  Resolution  347  differs  in  lan¬ 
guage  in  some  particulars  from  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  123,  but  a  comparison  of  the  two 
resolutions,  plus  an  interchange  of  letters 
and  telegrams,  indicates  that  both  of  them 
accomplish  the  desired  purpose.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  there  is  hereto  attached  and  made  a 
part  hereof  a  letter  from  Hon.  Spessard  L. 
Holland,  a  United  States  Senator  from  the 
State  of  Florida,  to  Hoii.  Fred  M.  Burns,  as¬ 
sistant  attorney  general  for  the  State  of 
Florida,  relating  to  the  two  bills.  Also  in¬ 
cluded  is  a  telegram  from  Mr.  Burns  in  reply 
to  the  aforementioned  letter.  In  order  that 
the  matter  have  full  accord  of  both  the 
States  of  Alabama  and  Florida,  there  is  here¬ 
to  attached  and  made  a  part  hereof  a  tele¬ 
gram  from.  Hon.  Gordon  Persons,  Governor 
of  the  State  of  Alabama,  to  Hon.  Lister  Hill, 
a  United  States  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Alabama. 

For  a  number  of  years  last  past,  the  bound¬ 
ary/common  to  the  States  of  Alabama  and 
Florida  has  been  in  dispute  and  confused. 
Under  the  constitutions  of  both  of  these 
States,  the  boundary  line  1 a  fixed  at  the 


mouth  of  the  Perdido  River  as  the  common 
boundary,  and  this  particular  point  has  had 
no  definite  fixed  location.  During  the  past 
several  years,  due  to  the  force  of  winds, 
waves,  and  currents,  the  mouth  of  the  Per¬ 
dido  River  has  shifted,  so  that  the  boundary 
line  as  fixed  by  the  State  constitutions  be¬ 
tween  the  two  States  affected  has  likewise 
shifted  along  with  the  mouth  of  the  Perdido 
River. 

This  problem  has  been  vexing,  and  in  order 
to  solve  the  common  problem  between  them, 
the  Governors  of  the  States  of  Florida  and 
of  Alabama  set  up  a  joint  commission  to 
study  the  boundary  situation  of  Florida- Ala¬ 
bama.  After  conducting  the  study,  the  com¬ 
mission  filed  a  joint  report  and  recommended 
that  the  boundary  be  permanently  fixed  by 
describing  it  in  terms  of  longitude  and  lati¬ 
tude.  These  recommendations  of  the  joint 
commission  were  then  incorporated  in  laws 
enacted  by  the  respective  State  legislatures 
of  Florida  and  of  Alabama.  The  joint  report 
of  the  commission  is  hereto  attached  and  the 
exact  description  of  the  location  of  the 
boundary  in  question  is  contained  in  the 
Alabama  law  and  the  Florida  law,  copies  of 
which  are  hereto  attached. 

The  committee,  after  a  study  of  the  at¬ 
tached  exhibits,  believes  that  the  resolution 
is  meritorious  and  therefore  recommends 
that  House  Joint  Resolution  347  be  consid¬ 
ered  favorably. 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

March  17,  1954. 

Mr.  Fred  M.  Burns, 

Assistant  Attorney  General,  State  of 
Florida,  Tallahassee,  Fla. 

Deiar  Mr.  Burns:  As  you  probably  know, 
House  Joint  Resolution  347,  establishing  the 
boundary  between  Florida  and  Alabama,  has 
been  passed  by  the  House  and  is  now  before 
the  Senate  for  further  action. 

I  realize  that  the  language  of  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  123  would  be  preferable  because 
it  is  more  complete;  but,  if  in  the  opinion 
of  you  and  Mr.  Elliott  the  language  of  the 
House  measure  will  accomplish  your  purpose 
satisfactorily,  it  will  expedite  matters  for 
the  Senate  to  adopt  the  House  measure,  thus 
eliminating  the  necessity  of  sending  an 
amended  bill  back  to  the  House. 

It  will  be  appreciated  if  you  will  wire  me 
as  soon  as  possible. 

With  kindest  regards,  I  remain, 

Yours  faithfully, 

Spessard  L.  Holland. 

P.  S. — I  am  enclosing  for  your  ready  ref¬ 
erence  copies  of  House  Joint  Resolution  347 
and  Senate  Joint  Resolution  123. 

Tallahassee,  Fla.,  March  19,  1954. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

United  States  Senate: 

Your  letter  of  17th.  Messrs.  Elliot,  Ervin, 
and  myself  feel  that  language  in  House  Joint 
Resolution  347  will  accomplish  purpose  sat¬ 
isfactorily. 

Fred  M.  Burns, 
Assistant  Attorney  General. 

Montgomery,  Ala.,  March  25,  1954. 
Hon.  Lister  Hill, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

House  Joint  Resolution  347,  about  which 
you  wrote  me  on  March  18,  is  entirely  satis¬ 
factory  and  the  Attorney  General  has  looked 
it  over  very  carefully.  Therefore,  suggest 
you  take  House  measure  and  would  like  to 
obtain  early  approval  by  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee  and  the  Senate  itself. 

Regards, 

Gordon  Persons,  Governor. 


Joint  Report  of  the  Committee  From  Ala¬ 
bama  and  the  Committee  From  Florida  on 

the  Florida-Alabama  Boundary  at  the 

Mouth  of  the  Perdido  River 

At  the  locality  of  the  Perdido  River  the 
constitution  of  Florida  described  the  State’s 
boundary  as: 

“Commencing  at  the  mouth  of  the  river 
Perdido;  from  thence  up  the  middle  of  said 
river  to  where  it  intersects  the  south  boun¬ 
dary  line  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  and  the 
thirty-first  degree  of  north  latitude;  thence 
due  east  *  *  *”  et  cetera. 

The  last  two  calls  of  the  boundary  descrip¬ 
tion  are: 

“thence  northwestwardly  three  leagues  from 
the  land  to  a  point  west  of  the  mouth  of  the 
Perdido  River;  thence  to  the  place  of  begin¬ 
ning.” 

The  constitution  of  the  State  of  Alabama 
in  the  same  locality  describes  that  State’s 
boundary  as:  “Beginning  at  the  point  where 
the  31st  degree  of  north  latitude  crosses  the 
Perdido  River”;  and  then  east,  north,  west, 
and  "thence  southwardly  along  the  line  of 
the  State  of  Mississippi,  to  the  Gulf  of  Mex¬ 
ico;  thence  eastwardly,  including  all  islands 
within  6  leagues  of  the  shore,  to  the  Perdido 
River;  thence  up  the  said  river  to  the  be¬ 
ginning;” 

While  the  Alabama  boundary  description 
does  not  specify  middle  of  the  river  as  does 
that  of  Florida,  it  is  clear  that  the  boundary 
between  the  two  States  cannot  be  other  than 
common,  wherever  that  boundary  may  be. 

The  particular  locale  in  question  is  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Perdido  River  where  the  same 
passes  between  a  headland  in  Florida  and  a 
headland  in  Alabama  as  the  river  reaches  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Both  headlands  are  the  termini  of  low- 
lying  narrow  sand  ridges  or  peninsulas,  be¬ 
tween  which  the  river  enters  the  gulf.  These 
ridges  border  directly  upon  the  open  gulf  and 
are  subject  to  the  action  of  the  wind,  wave, 
and  current.  Even  under  normal  conditions 
of  sea  and  weather  there  is  a  constant, 
though  imperceptible,  day  by  day  movement 
along  the  shore  of  the  headlands  and  at 
either  side  of  the  mouth  of  the  river  which 
in  time  produces  a  slow  shifting  of  the  river’s 
mouth  or  pass.  During  severe  winds  from 
the  gulf  the  change  is  relatively  rapid  and 
has  at  times  breached  the  narrow  peninsula 
on  one  side  or  the  other,  forming  a  new 
mouth  or  pass.  One  such  occurred  in  1936 
as  a  result  of  a  hurricane  which  breached 
the  peninsula  on  the  Florida  side.  The  new 
pass  became  filled  some  years  later.  The 
original  pass  or  mouth  remained  open,  shift¬ 
ing  back  and  forth. 

Resulting  from  the  shifting  of  the  river’s 
mouth,  the  boundary  between  Florida  and 
Alabama  in  that  locality  has  likewise  shifted. 

The  problem  of  the  two  committees  was 
to  find  a  location  for  the  common  boundary 
between  Florida  and  Alabama  at  the  mouth, 
of  the  river  which  would  satisfy  as  nearly 
as  practicable  the  middle  of  the  river  loca¬ 
tion  and  permanently  fix  the  boundary  at 
that  location.  The  two  committees,  acting 
jointly,  examined  the  locality  on  the  ground, 
the  physical  characteristics  of  the  terrain, 
studied  maps,  plats,  charts,  aerial  photo¬ 
graphs,  and  other  data  disclosing  what  had 
taken  place  through  the  years  since  1827, 
and  procured  information  from  residents  in 
nearby  areas  familiar  with  conditions,  past 
and  present,  within  their  lifetime. 

Originally,  on  the  Alabama  side,  a  narrow 
peninsula  extended  from  Just  inside  the 
mouth  of  the  Perdido  River  eastward  for  a 
distance  of  approximately  5  miles.  On  the 
Florida  side  a  narrow  peninsula  south  of  that 
in  Alabama  extended  westward  for  approxi¬ 
mately  6  miles  to  the  mouth  of  the  river. 
The  Florida  Peninsula,  overlapping  that  of 
Alabama,  borders  upon  the  open  gulf  and  ia 
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separated  on  the  north  from  the  Alabama 
Peninsula  by  the  river.  At  the  west  end  of 
the  Florida  Peninsula  is  the  mouth  of  the 
river  commonly  referred  to  as  Perdido  Pass. 
The  river  separating  the  two  peninsulas 
passes  landward  around  the  west  end  of  the 
Florida  Peninsula  and  eastward  between  the 
two  to  the  east  end  of  the  Alabama  Penin¬ 
sula;  thence  around  the  east  end  thereof  and 
westward  along  the  north  side  of  that  pen¬ 
insula  between  it  and  the  bank  of  the  river 
on  the  Florida  side.  At  about  the  middle 
and  north  of  Alabama  Peninsula,  the  river 
opens  up  into  Perdido  Bay.  Upstream  to  the 
northeastward,  approximately  15  miles,  the 
bay  becomes  narrow  and  river  characteristics 
again  prevail  continuously  to  the  Alabama- 
Florida  line  at  parallel  31st  degree  north  lati¬ 
tude. 

About  1882  an  opening  believed  to  have 
been  artificially  made  came  into  existence 
across  the  Alabama  Peninsula  to  the  north¬ 
ward  of  the  mouth  of  the  Perdido  River  and 
provided  a  short  direct  connection  between 
Perdido  Bay  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This 
opening  made  an  island  of  that  part  of  the 
Alabama  Peninsula  to  the  eastward,  called 
Ono  Island.  This  opening  has  persisted 
through  many  years  and  will  probably  con¬ 
tinue,  unless  through  some  freakish  beha¬ 
vior  of  nature’s  agencies,  it  becomes  closed. 
This  shortcut  from  the  bay  to  the  gulf  di¬ 
verted  the  river  current  and  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  tide  from  the  former  channel  around  the 
Alabama  Peninsula,  causing,  together  with 
windblown  sand,  a  slow  shoaling  of  the  old 
river  channel  between  that  peninsula  and 
the  one  on  the  Florida  side.  From  a  former 
depth  of  6  to  10  feet  the  old  river  is  now 
but  a  foot  or  two  in  depth  in  its  shallow 
places.  It  is  not  unlikely  that  it  may  become 
completely  filled  as  time  goes  on,  and  there¬ 
fore  the  suggestion  hereinafter  made  for  its 
marking. 

Without  going  into  detail  covering  our  rea¬ 
sons  therefor  other  than  as  may  be  drawn 
from  that  hereinbefore  stated,  the  two  com¬ 
mittees  acting  jointly  make  the  following 
recommendations: 

1.  That  for  boundary  purposes,  the  middle 
of  the  Perdido  River  at  its  mouth  be  fixed 
at  latitude  30°16'53"  N.  and  longitude 
87°31'06''  W.;  that  this  point  be  the  control 
point;  that  said  point  be  referenced  to  perma¬ 
nent  concrete  witness  monuments  on  the 
shore  safe  against  destruction.  Said  point 
Is  within  the  eastern  and  western  limits  of 
the  migratory  movement  of  the  mouth  of 
the  river. 

2.  That  a  boundary  line  be  fixed,  as  nearly 
as  may  be,  in  the  axis  of  the  mouth  of 
Perdido  River.  That  this  line  shall  pass 
through  the  control  point  and  run  due  north 
and  south  and  have  as  its  northern  terminus 
a  point  at  latitude  30°17'02”  N.  and  longi¬ 
tude  87°31'06'r  W.,  and  as  its  southern  term¬ 
inus  a  point  1,000  feet  due  south  of  the 
control  point. 

3.  That  from  the,  northern  terminus  of  the 
boundary  line  at  the  mouth  of  the  Perdido 
River,  a  line  passing  up  the  middle  of  the 
old  river  between  Ono  Island  in  Alabama 
and  the  peninsula  to  the  southward  in  Flor¬ 
ida,  extending  to  and  around  the  east  end 
of  Ono  Island,  be  determined  for  boundary 
purposes  as  follows: 

From  the  north  end  of  the  boundary  line 
at  the  mouth  of  the  river;  thence  by  a 
straight  line  to  a  point  at  latitude  30°18'00" 
N„  longitude  87°27'08"  W.;  thence  to  a  point 
In  the  center  line  of  the  Intracoastal  Canal 
at  longitude  87°27'00"  W. 

4.  In  view  of  the  recent  act  of  Congress 
restoring  to  the  maritime  States  of  the  Union 
the  offshore  areas  within  their  respective 
limits,  that  the  seaward  boundary  between 
Florida  and  Alabama  be  fixed  conformable, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  to  the  boundary  calls 
of  the  constitution  of  the  respective  States 
as  follows: 


From  the  mouth  end  of  the  boundary  line 
at  the  mouth  of  the  river;  thence  south 
00°01'00"  W.  to  the  seaward  boundary  of 
the  respective  States. 

5.  That  upon  completion  of  the  work  de¬ 
scribed  in  1  to  4,  accurate  drawing  thereof, 
accompanied  by  field  notes  of  survey,  be  pre¬ 
pared.  That  for  Florida,  in  pursuance  of 
section  253.41  Florida  Statutes,  the  same  be 
filed  as  a  State  survey  for  Florida  in  the  field 
not  division  of  the  office  of  commissioner  of 
agriculture  as  a  permanent  record.  That  for 
Alabama  the  same  be  filed  as  a  permanent 
record  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  of 
the  State  of  Alabama. 

6.  That  the  legislature  of  both  States,  now 
in  session,  take  such  action  as  may  be  ap¬ 
propriate  for  confirming  the  location  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Perdido  River  mutually  agreed 
upon  by  the  two  committees,  acting  jointly, 
as  the  common  boundary  between  the  State 
of  Florida  and  the  State  of  Alabama  con¬ 
forming  to  the  boundary  as  defined  in  the 
constitution  of  the  respective  States. 

Attached  hereto  is  a  map  of  the  area  herein 
referred  to  showing  the  recommended  loca¬ 
tion  for  the  boundary  between  Florida  and 
Alabama  conforming  to  the  constitution  of 
each  respective  State  as  the  same  relates  to 
the  Perdido  River. 

For  Alabama: 

Earl  M.  McGowin,  Chairman. 

W.  G.  Pruett,  Member. 

William  N.  McQueen,  Member. 
For  Florida: 

Richard  H.  Simpson,  Chairman. 

F.  C.  Elliot,  Member. 

Richard  W.  Ervin,  Member. 

Philip  D.  Beall,  Member. 

May  29,  1953.  ' 

Alabama  Law 
(Regular  session,  1953) 

ACT  NO.  440 

An  act  locating  the  boundary  between  the 
States  of  Florida  and  Alabama  as  defined 
by  the  constitution  of  each  respective 
State,  at  the  mouth  of  the  Perdido  River 
and  adjacent  thereto 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Legislature  of 
Alabama: 

Section  1.  The  State  of  Alabama  hereby 
ratifies,  confirms,  and  adopts  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  joint  committee  hereto¬ 
fore  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  Florida 
and  the  Governor  of  Alabama  to  locate  and 
mark  the  boundary  line  between  the  said 
States  at  the  mouth  of  Perdido  River  and 
adjacent  thereto,  said  committee  consisting 
of  Hon.  Richard  W.  Ervin,  Hon.  Richard  H. 
Simpson,  Hon.  Philip  D.  Beall,  and  Hon.  F.  C. 
Elliot,  all  on  the  part  of  the  State  of  Florida, 
and  Hon.  Earl  M.  McGowin,  Hon.  W.  C. 
Pruett,  and  Hon.  William  N.  McQueen,  all 
on  the  part  of  the  State  of  Alabama. 

Sec.  2.  In  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  said  joint  committee,  the 
boundary  at  the  location  referred  to  in  sec¬ 
tion  1  hereof  shall  be  as  follows,  to  wit: 

The  middle  of  the  Perdido  River  at  its 
mouth,  as  defined  by  the  constitutions  of  the 
States  of  Alabama  and  Florida,  is  at  latitude 
30°16'53''  N.,  and  longitude  87°31'06’’  W.,  as 
the  control  point; 

That  the  boundary  line  at  the  mouth  of 
Perdido  River  is  fixed,  as  nearly  as  may  be, 
in  the  axis  of  the  mouth  of  said  river,  pass¬ 
ing  through  the  control  point  and  running 
north  and  south  and  having  as  its  northern 
terminus  a  point  of  latitdue  30'17'02'  N., 
and  longtiude  87°31'06"  W.,  and  as  its  south¬ 
ern  terminus  a  point  1,000  feet  due  south 
of  the  control  point; 

That  from  the  northern  terminus  of  the 
boundary  line  at  the  mouth  of  the  river,  the 
boundary  up  the  lower  portion  of  said  river 
be  a  straight?  line  to  a  point  at  latitude 
30°18'00"  N„  longtiude  87”27'08"  W„  thence 
by  a  straight  line  to  a  point  in  the  center  line 


of  the  Intracoastal  Canal  at  longitude 
87°27'00"  W.; 

That  the  seaward  boundary  between  Flor¬ 
ida  and  Alabama  extends  from  the  south  end 
of  the  boundary  line  at  the  mouth  of  Per¬ 
dido  River,  thence  south  0°01’00"  W.  to  the 
seaward  limit  of  each  respective  State;  and 
shall  be  deemed,  taken  and  declared,  and  is 
hereby  deemed,  taken  and  declared  to  be  the 
boundary  line  between  the  States  of  Flor¬ 
ida  and  Alabama,  at  the  mouth  of  the  Per¬ 
dido  River  and  adjacent  thereto,  and  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken  as  such  by  the  author¬ 
ities  and  people  of  this  State,  upon  the 
adoption  and  ratification  thereof  by  the 
State  of  Florida. 

Sec.  3.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  trans¬ 
mit  a  duly  certified  copy  of  this  act  to  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  Florida  and  the 
Governor  of  Alabama,  whenever  officially  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  State  of  Florida  has  ratified, 
confirmed,  and  adopted  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  joint  committee  aforesaid,  shall 
make  proclamation  of  that  fact  including 
in  such  proclamation  the  boundary  as  set  out 
in  section  2  above,  and  proclaiming  that 
henceforth  the  said  boundary  shall  be  taken 
by  all  the  authorities  and  people  of  this 
State  as  the  true  and  only  boundary  be¬ 
tween  the  States  of  Florida  and  Alabama  at 
the  mouth  of  the  Perdido  River  and  adja¬ 
cent  thereto.  A  copy  of  said  proclamation 
shall  be  published  one  time  in  a  newspaper 
published  in  Montgomery,  Ala.,  and  in  such 
other  newspapers  of  the  State  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  may  direct.  Failure  to  publish  such 
proclamation  shall  in  no  way  affect  the 
validity  and  effectiveness  of  this  act. 

Sec.  4.  The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
is  petitioned  to  give  its  consent  to  the  settle¬ 
ment  and  location  of  the  above-described 
portion  of  the  common  boundary  between 
the  States  of  Florida  and  Alabama,  pursuant 
to  clause  3,  section  10,  article  1  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States,  as  soon  as 
the  State  of  Florida  has  ratified,  confirmed 
and  adopted  the  recommendations  of  the 
joint  committee  aforesaid.  The  secretary  of 
state  of  the  State  of  Alabama  shall  transmit 
duly  certified  copies  of  this  act  to  the 
presiding  officers  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  and 
to  the  several  Senators  and  Representa¬ 
tives  from  the  States  of  Alabama  and  Florida 
to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  who 
are  hereby  petitioned  to  take  such  action 
as  they  deem  proper  to  procure  the  con¬ 
sent  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
to  this  compact  or  agreement  between  the 
States  of  Alabama  and  Florida. 

Sec.  5.  Nothing  contained  herein,  nor  any 
operations  of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall 
prejudice  the  rights  or  claims  of  private  in¬ 
dividuals  to  any  of  the  lands  herein  in¬ 
volved. 

Sec.  6.  This  act  shall  take  effect  immediate¬ 
ly  upon  its  passage  and  approval  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  or  its  otherwise  becoming  a  law. 

Approved  August  28,  1953. 

Time:  8:40  a.  m. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  copy 
of  an  act  of  the  Legislature  of  Alabama  has 
been  compared  with  the  enrolled  act  and  it 
is  a  true  and  correct  copy  thereof. 

Given  under  my  hand  this  31st  day  of 
August  1953. 

J.  E.  Speight, 
Secretary  o/  Senate. 

The  State  of  Alabama, 

Department  of  State. 

I,  Mrs.  Agnes  Baggett,  secretary  of  state 
of  the  State  of  Alabama,  do  hereby  certify 
that  the  pages  hereto  attached  contain  a 
true,  accurate,  and  literal  copy  of  Act  No.  440, 
Senate  bill  No.  231,  passed  by  the  1953  session 
of  the  legislature  and  approved  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  on  August  28,  1953,  relocating  the 
boundary  between  the  States  of  Florida  and 
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1,  BUILDINGS.  Passed,  47-30,  with  amendments  H.  R.  6342,  to  authorise  C-SA  to  enter 

into  lease-purchase  agreements  for  construction  of  public  buildings 9  Senate 
conferees  were  appointed,  (pp,  5013-28.) 

2.  PERSONNEL.  Began  debate  on  3.  2665,  the  Government  employees'  fringe  benefits 

bill.  Agreed  to  all  committee  amendments  except  the  one  relating  to  the  number 
of  super-grade  positions.  Action  on  this  amendment  was  postponed  at  the  request 
of  Sen.  Byrd *  (pp«  5023,  5032-3=) 

WOOL  PRICE  SUPPORTS©  Began  debate  on  3©  2911,  to  provide  additional  authority 
for  wool  price  supports,  etc0  (pp.  5029-34)= 

4o  THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1954=  The  Appropriations  Committee  re¬ 
ported  with  amendments  this  bill.,  Ho  R*  8481  (S.  Rept©  1216) (pa  5005)=  Sen. 
Bridges  gave  notice  of  an  amendment  to  provide  ,.'15,000,000  additional  under  the 
Agricultural  Conservation  Program  for  emergency  wind  control  measures  (p=50C6) © 

5.  SEEDS $  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  reported  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  Sc  2987,  to  provide  for  transfer  of 
surplus  CCC  seeds  to  Forest  Service  and  BLJI,  and  without  amendment  S©  3050,  to 
increase  the  penalty  on  excess  marketing  of  tobacco  (p©  D429)« 

6.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen©  Young  defended  high  price  supports  and  the  effectiveness 

of  production  controls  and  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary  on  this 
subject  (pp©  5010-13)o 

7.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Aiken  said  opposition  to  the  International  Sugar  Agreement  has  been 

found  to  be  applicable  to  the  U,  3©  Sugar  Act,  not  the  Agreement  (p©  5034). 

8.  PUBLIC  LAIDS.  Sen.  Butler,  Nebr.,  reported  additional  amendments  from  the 

Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  to  II.  R.  1815,  to  amend  the  Recreation 
Act  of  1926  regarding  use  of  public  lands  (p»  5005). 
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9.  POULTRY*  TAXATION.  S.  3331,  by  Sen.  Upton,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  to 
include  as' property  used  in  trade  or  business  poultry  held  for  breeding  purposes* 
to  Finance  Committee  (p»  5005) e 


10.  TRADE  AGR&EIENTS.  H0  R«  3860  (see  Digest  70)  extends  the  President’s  authority 
to  enter  into  reciprocal  trade  agreements  from  June  12,  1954,  through  June  30, 
J957„  Jt  prohibits  agreements  (l)  increasing  the  duty  for  any  article  to  a 
rate  more  than  50£  above  the  1945  rate,  (2)  transferring  any  article  between 
the  dutiable  and  free  lists,  (3)  decreasing  the  rate  on  any  article  more  than 
50^  below  the  1945  rate,  or  (4)  decreasing  the  rate  for  any  article  more  than 
certain  alternative  limits,  in  order  to  carry  out  an  agreement  entered  into  on 
or  after  June  12,  1954.  It  empowers  the  President  to  terminate  a  pro~ 

Tarnation  at  any,  time  in  whole  or  in  part. 
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11.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Rep.  Hagen, '-Calif  inserted  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution 


favoring  distribution  of  surplus  dairy  products  to  the  armed  forces,  public 
institutions,  the  needy,  and  for  school  lunches  (p«  A2943)= 


COINITTES  HEARINGS  RELEASED  BY  GrO 

\ 

12.  AIR  FORCE  APPROPRIATIONS,  1955.  He  Appropriations  Committee. 


COMMITTEE  HEARING  ANNOIWC^RNTS*.  Overall  f  ana-pro  gram  proposals,  S..  Agriculture 
(Secretary  to  testify),  Apr.  21.  Emergency  farm  loans,  S.  Agriculture  (Scott, 
MacLeaish,  and  Smith  to  testify),  Apr.  23.  Surplus  disposal  bills,  H.  Agriculture 
(Davis  to  testify) M/Apr.  27o  Overall  farm-program  proposals,  H.  Agriculture 
(Secretary  to  testify),  ;ay  5  and  6, 


-o- 


C 


83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  6342 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  20  (legislative  day,  April  14),  1954 
Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts ;  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES 

4  ADMINISTRATION 

5  Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended 

6  by  (1)  redesignating  section  411  thereof  as  section  412, 

7  and  (2)  inserting,  immediately  after  section  410  thereof, 

8  the  following  new  section : 
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“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  determines  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the 
permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Government  in  any  par¬ 
ticular  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 
property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will 
be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of 
activities  of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States  (including  Guam) ,  except  for  the  accommoda¬ 
tion  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  by  negotiat¬ 
ing  and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  contract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such 
terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  installment 
payments  made  thereunder  including  provision  for  the  ex¬ 
change  of  surplus  real  property  or  real  property  which  may 
become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the 
Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Gov- 
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1  ernment  in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be 

2  served.  (V)Every  lease  purchase  contract  entered  into  ptir- 

3  suant  to  this  title  shall  provide  for  equal  annual  payments 

4  and  the  Administrator  shall  not  enter  into  any.  such  contract 

5  unless  the  amount  of  the  annual  payment  required  by  such 

6  contract  plus  the  aggregate  of  the  annual  payments  required 

7  by  all  other  lease  purchase  contracts  entered  into  during  the 

8  same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  the  specific  limitations  on  such 

9  payments  which  shall  be  provided  in  appropriation  acts :  Pro- 

10  vided,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955 ,  a  limitation  of  not  to  ex- 

11  ceed  $ 4,000,000  is  hereby  established  for  such  purpose. 

12  “  (b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author- 

13  ized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with 
respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which  con- 

15  versions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  re- 
quired,  and  properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be 
1^  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable 
^  purchase  contracts. 

-  ( c )  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  author- 

“0  ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person,  copartnership, 

21  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate 

22  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized 

23  to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land 

24  owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the  control  of  the 

25  General  Services  Administration  including  the  demolition  of 
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obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon,  by  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase 
contracts. 

“  (d)  (2)AT>  proposed  purchase  contract  shall  be  exe¬ 
cuted  under  this  section  unless,  prior  to  the  time  at  which  the 
Administrator  has  come  into  agreement  with  congressional 
committees  thereon,  such  contract  has  been  approved  bg  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as  evidenced  by  a  writ¬ 
ten  statement  of  such  officer  to  the  effect  that  the  execution  of 
such  contract  is  necessary  and  is  in  conformity  with  the  policy 
of  the  President.  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include 
such  provisions  as  the  Administrator  of  General  Services,  in 
his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure  the  performance  of 
the  obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties  that  shall 
enter  into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States:  Provided, 
That  no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the 
United  States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys 
in  an  aggregate  annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum 
of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  date 
of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the  case  of  property  where 
construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at  that  date  in 
excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date 
of  completion  of  such  construction.  (3 )No  such  purchase 
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contract  shall  provide  for  any  payments  to  be  made  by  the 
United  States  in  excess  of  the  amount  necessary ,  as  determined 
by  the  Administrator ,  to — 

“a)  amortize — 

“(A)  the  cost  of  improvements  to  be  con¬ 
structed  plus  the  fair  market  value,  on  the  date  of 
the  agreement,  of  the  site,  if  owned  or  acquired  by 
the  contractor;  or 

“(B)  the  fair  market  value,  on  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  of  completed  improvements  together 
with  the  site  thereof;  or 

“(C)  a  combination  of  the  foregoing  in  the 
case  of  existing  improvements  to  be  remodeled  by 
the  contractor;  and 

“(2)  provide  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest  on  the 
outstanding  principal  as  determined  under  (1)  above: 
and 

“(3)  reimburse  the  contractor  for  the  cost  of  any 
other  obligations  assumed  by  him  under  the  contract, 
including  (but  not  limited  to)  payment  of  taxes,  costs 
of  carrying  appropriate  insurance,  and  costs  of  repair 
and  maintenance  if  so  assumed  by  the  contractor . 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  (4)eaH- 
kg  fer  the  expenditure  of  mere  than  $50,000  per  annum 
shall  be  executed  under  this  section  unless  (5)0  ^iftS  ^ee« 
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1  submitted,-  thirty  days  fwo?  to  its  effective  date,  to  the 

2  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  kfoase  of 

3  Representatives  for  appropriate  referenee  to  committees.  the 
4 :  Administrator  has  come  into  agreement  with  the  Committee 

5  ‘  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Repre- 

6  sentafives  with  respect  to  such  purchase  contract  agreement. 

7  For  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  agreement,  the  Admin- 

8  istrator  shall  transmit  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and 

9  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  for  reference  to  each  such  com- 

10  mittee,  a  summary  of  the  proposed  purchase-contract,  agree- 

11  ment  which  shall  include — 

12  “( 1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building  to  be  erected 

13  at  a  given  location; 

14  “(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum,  cost  of  site  and 

15  building  together  with  the  term  of  years  over  which 

16  payments  would  run  and  the  maximum  rate  of  interest 

17  that  would  be  acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such 

18  cost; 

19  “(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space  signed  by  the 

20  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies  which  will  use  the 

21  facility; 

22  “(4)  a  statement  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Gen- 

r  * _ 

23  eral  Services  Administration  that  suitable  space  owned 

/S  ’ 

24  l}y  the  Government  is  not  available  and  that  suitable 
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rental  space  is  not  available  at  a  price  commensurate 
with  that  to  be  afforded  through  the  contract  proposed; 

“(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  custodial,  heat, 
and  utility  services  to  be  provided  by  the  contractor,  or 
an  estimate  of  their  probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any 
part  by  the  Government; 

“(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for  tax  lia¬ 
bility,  upkeep  and  maintenance  of  the  property  by  either 
the  contractor  or  the  Government  during  the  period  of 
the  contract; 

“( 7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  housing  costs 
currently  being  paid  by  the  Government  for  any  agencies 
to  be  housed  in  the  building  to  be  erected;  and 

“( 8)  a  statement  that  bids  for  the  proposed  project 
will  not  be  advertised  until  after  consultation,  if  within 
fifteen  days  following  the  submission  as  herein  provided 
the  committee  to  which  the  summary  is  referred  requests 
consultation  with  respect  to  the  proposal. 

“(f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment 
of  rent  and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  General  Services  Administration  or  to 
any  other  agency  of  the  Government  and  received  by  said 
Administration  for  such  purpose,  may  be  utilized  by  the 

:  n 

Administrator  of  General  Services  to  make  payments  becom- 
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ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  as  current 
charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into  imder 
authority  of  this  section :  Provided,  That  no  such  funds  may 
be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered 
by  any  such  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract 
term  specified  therein  ( whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  pur¬ 
chase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation 
of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which  appropriations  are 
hereby  authorized:  Provided  further,  That  the  value  of  any 
Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  such 
agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  Government  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  may  be  credited  in  wdiole  or  in  part  to  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  for  which  it  is  exchanged,  except  that 
where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real  property  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided 
in  section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act 
of  (6)40^  1954,  be  covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts 
of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

“  (g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to 
exercise  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  section  (1)  to 
acquire  property  for  postal  purposes,  or  (2)  to  provide  space 
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for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired  under  this  section 
for  other  purposes. 

“(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property 
acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall 
be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

“(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  section  and  the  application  thereof  to  other 
persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

“(j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall 
apply  to  purchase  contract  agreements  entered  into  under  this 
section,  except  that  any  such  agreement  may  be  entered  into 
and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt 
of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1935, 
as  amended  (60  Stat.  257;  40  U.  S.  0.  304c)  ;  section  407 


H.  R.  6342 - 2 
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1  of  this  Act;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  appli- 

2  cable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  of 

3  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space, 

4  shall  not  appfy  to  purchase  contract  agreements  executed 

5  under  this  section.” 

6  Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 

7  the  program  authorized  by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  sub- 

8  stitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for  the  con- 

9  struction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be 

10  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  Federal  Government. 

11  Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Build- 

12  ings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  (7)44h43-  1954” . 

13  TITLE  II— POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

14  Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement 
lb  existing  provisions  of  law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal 
lb  purposes  by  providing  authorization  for  the  acquisition  by 
11  the  Postmaster  General  of  such  space  through  the  execu- 

18  tion  of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements  under  which  the 

19  United  States  will  obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space  and 

20  will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in  the  case  of  lease- 

21  purchase  agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  de- 

22  scribed  therein  at  or  piior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed 

23  therein.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the 

24  program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this  title  shall  con- 
23  stitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
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the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as 
may  be  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  postal  service. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  de¬ 
termines  that  (1)  there  is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for 
postal  purposes  in  any  particular  area  which  cannot  be  satis¬ 
fied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the 
purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  the  receipts  of 
the  post  office  serving  such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year, 
and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served 
by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  ob¬ 
tain  and  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  struc¬ 
tures  of  permanent-type  construction  in  the  several  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories  and  possessions 
of  the  United  States  (including  Guam),  by  negotiating  and 
entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years 
and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
the  leasehold  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  stipulated  in  each  of  such  lease-purchase  agreements. 
Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  include  provision  for  the  ap¬ 
plication  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein  of  rental 
payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any  such 
agreement  may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the 
fair  market  value  on  the  date  of  such  agreement  of  the  prop- 
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1  erty  described  therein.  The  financial  transactions  of  the 

2  Post  Office  Department  with  respect  to  such  lease-purchase 

3  agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the. accounting  and  auditing 

4  requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Pinancial  Control 

5  Act  of  1950  (Act  of  August  17,  1950,  ch.  735,  Eighty-first 

6  Congress,  second  session). 

7  (b)  (8)The  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (cl )  of  this 

8  section,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  exercise 

9  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing 

10  properties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions, 

11  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties 

12  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 

13  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agree- 
11  ments. 

15  (c)  (9yZhe  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  this 

lb  section,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into 

17  agreements,  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or 

18  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the 

19  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring 

20  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  pur- 

21  chased  by  the  United  States  for  postal  purposes,  including 

22  the  demolition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situate 

23  thereon,  by  providing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others 
21  of  such  structures  and  facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of 
2o  the  appbcable  lease-purchase  agreement. 
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(l(f)(d)  The  authority  conferred  on  the  Postmaster  General 
by  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  to  enter  into  lease- 
purchase  agreements  with  respect  to  property  owned  by  the 
Government  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  is 
hereby  restricted,  to  exclude  from  such  authority  any  site 
which  has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law,  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  on  which  there  has  been  constructed  a 
building  to  be  used  for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  presently 
being  used  for  such  purposes. 

(llM4f  (e)  (12 yNo  proposed  purchase  contract  shall  be  ex¬ 
ecuted  under  this  section  unless,  prior  to  the  time  at  which  the 
Postmaster  General  has  come  into  agreement  with  con¬ 
gressional  committees  thereon,  such  contract  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as 
evidenced  by  a  written  statement  of  such  officer  to  the  effect 
that  the  execution  of  such  contract  is  necessary  and  is  in 
conformity  with  the  policy  of  the  President.  Each  such 
lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include  such  provisions  as 
the  Postmaster  General,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be 
in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States  and  appropriate 
to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations  imposed  upon 
the  party  or  parties  that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with 
the  United  States.  (13)A"o  such  agreement  shall  provide 
for  any  payment  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  hi  excess 
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of  the  amount  necessary,  as  determined  bi/  the  Postmaster 
General,  to — 

(1)  amortize — 

(A)  the  cost  of  improvements  to  be  con¬ 
structed  plus  the  fair  market  value,  on  the  date  of 
the  agreement,  of  the  site,  if  owned  or  acquired  by 
the  contractor,  or 

(B)  the  fair  market  value,  on  the  dale  of  the 
agreement,  of  completed  improvements  together 
with  the  site  thereof ,  or 

(C)  a  combination  of  the  foregoing  in  the  case 
of  existing  improvements  to  be  remodeled,  by  the 
contractor;  and 

(2)  provide  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest  on  the 
outstanding  principal  as  determined  under  (1)  above, 
and 

(3)  reimburse  the  contractor  for  the  cost  of  any 
other  obligations  assumed,  by  him  under  the  contract, 
including  (but  not  limited  to)  payment  of  taxes,  costs 
of  carrying  appropriate  insurance,  and  costs  of  repair 
and  maintenance  if  so  assumed  by  the  contractor . 
(14)-fe-)-  (f)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized 
by  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  any  payments  becom¬ 
ing  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States  in 
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pursuance  of  lease-purchase  agreements  entered  into  under 
the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided,  That  no  such  funds 
may  be  expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property 
covered  by  any  lease-purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  leasehold  term  specified  therein  (whether 
by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the  absence 
of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which 
appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

(is  yg)  No  proposed  lease-pur  chase  agreement  shall  be 
executed  under  this  section  unless  the  Postmaster  General 
has  come  into  agreement  with  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect 
to  such  lease-purchase  agreement.  For  the  purpose  of  obtain¬ 
ing  such  agreement,  the  Postmaster  General  shall  transmit 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  for  refereyice  to  each  such  com¬ 
mittee,  a  summary  of  the  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement 
which  shall  include — 

(1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building  to  be  erected 
at  a  given  location; 

(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of  site  and 
building  together  with  the  term  of  years  over  which 
payments  would  run  and  the  maximum  rate  of  interest 
that  would  be  acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such 

cost ; 
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(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space  signed  by 
the  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies  which  will  use  the 
facility; 

(4)  a  statement  by  the  Postmaster  General  that 
suitable  space  owned  by  the  Government  is  not  available 
and  that  suitable  rental  space  is  not  available  at  a  price 
commensurate  with  that  to  be  afforded,  through  the 
contract  proposed; 

(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial ,  custodial,  heat 
and  utility  services  to  be  provided  by  the  contractor,  or 
an  estimate  of  their  probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in 
any  part  by  the  Government; 

(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for  tax  lia¬ 
bility,  upkeep  and  maintenance  of  the  property  by  either 
the  contractor  or  the  Government  during  the  period  of 
the  contract; 

(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  housing  costs 
currently  being  paid  by  the  Government  for  any  agencies 
to  be  housed  in  the  building  to  be  erected;  and 

(8)  a  statement  that  bids  for  the  proposed  project 
will  not  be  advertised  until  after  consultation,  if  within 
15  days  following  the  submission  as  herein  provided  the 
committee  to  which  the  summary  is  referred  requests 
consultation  with  respect  to  the  proposal. 
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(16)W  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property 
acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  section ,  the  same  shall 
be  subject  to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall 
pass  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

(17 y(i)  Every  lease  purchase  contract  entered  into  pursu- 
and  to  this  title  shall  provide  for  equal  annual  payments  and 
the  Postmaster  General  shall  not  enter  into  any  such  contract 
unless  the  amount  of  the  annual  payment  required  by  such 
contract  plus  the  aggregate  of  the  annual  payments  required 
by  all  other  lease  purchase  contracts  entered  into  during  the 
same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  the  specific  limitations  on  such 
payments  which  shall  be  provided  in  appropriation  acts: 
Provided,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a  limitation  of  not  to 
exceed  $1,000,000  is  hereby  established  for  such  purpose. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  ( 1 8)^etwitfastandfflg  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  el  lawy  the  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to — 
( 1 )  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agreements  with 
any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or 
private  entity,  (19)/or  periods  not  to  exceed  a  total  of 
thirty  years  for  each  such  lease  agreement,  on  such  terms 
as  the  Postmaster  General  deems  to  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  United  States,  for  the  erection  by  such 
lessor  of  such  buildings  and  improvements  for  postal 
purposes  as  the  Postmaster  General  deems  appropriate, 
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on  lands  sold,  leased,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the 
Postmaster  General  to,  or  otherwise  acquired  by,  such 
person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  public  or  private 
entity ; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  without  regard  to  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Sendees  Act  of  1949  (Act  of  June  30, 
1949,  ch.  288,  Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session),  as 
amended — 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease, 
donation,  or  otherwise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he 
shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States,  real  property  and  interests  therein, 
for  use  for  postal  purposes ;  and 

(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests 
therein,  acquired  for  use  or  used  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses  by  sale,  lease,  or  otherwise,  on  such  terms 
as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States  (20):  Provided,  That  the  Post¬ 
master  General  shall  riot ,  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  dispose  of  (1 )  any  Government-owned  property, 
or  interests  therein,  acquired  pursuant  to  section  101 
of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  176) 
or  (2)  any  Government-owned  property,  or  interests 
therein,  which  has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law, 
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1  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  on  which  there 

2  has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be  used  for  postal 

3  purposes  and  which  is  presently  being  used  for  such 

4  purposes. 

5  (b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department 

6  for  the  payment  of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by 

7  the  Postmaster  General  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

B  Sec.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he 
9  enters  into  any  lease-purchase  or  lease  agreement  under 

10  authority  of  this  title,  include  in  such  agreement  a  provision 

11  for  adjustment  of  the  rental  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compen- 

12  sate  for  any  increase  or  decrease  in  taxes  on  the  leased 

13  property. 

14  Sec.  205.  (21 )(aj  Amounts  received  by  the  Govern- 

15  ment  from  sales,  leases,  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired 
lb  (22 funder  authority  of  this  title  in  the  performance  by  the 

17  Postmaster  General  of  the  functions  vested  in  him  by  this 

18  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current  applicable  appropriation 

19  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  shall  be  available  for  ex- 
29  penditure  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  (23):  Provided l,  That 

21  any  amount  received  by  the  Postmaster  General  from  the  sale 

22  of  such  property,  under  authority  of  this  title,  which  exceeds 
22  the  amount  paid  therefor  from  the  appropriations  for  the 
24  Post  Office  Department,  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury 
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as  miscellaneous  receipts. 
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(24  yb)  Any  amounts  received  by  the  Postmaster  General 
from  the  sale,  lease,  or  other  disposal  of  real  property  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Government  under  authority  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  May  25,  1926  (44  Stat.  630),  as  amended , 
and  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  176),  as 
amended,  which  may  be  transferred  to  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral,  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  321  of  the  Act  entitled  11  An  Act  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Legislative  Branch  of  the  Government  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1933,  and  for  other  purposes’ 
(47  Stat.  412;  40  U.  S.  G.  303b),  section  5  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  May  25,  1926,  as  amended  (44  Stat.  633; 
40  U.  S.  C.  345),  or  section  204  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (63 
Stat.  388;  40  U.  S.  C.  485),  whichever  section  may  be 
applicable. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  all  real  property  purchased 
by  him  under  authority  of  this  title. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition 
in  fee  simple  of  real  property  under  this  title,  except  that 
any  lease-purchase  agreement  to  acquire  real  property  under 
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this  title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after 
request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  real 
property  described  therein. 

(b)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  C.  5),  shall  apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  by  lease-purchase  agreements,  under  authority  of 
section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the  lease  agreements 
entered  into  under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section 
203  (a)  of  this  title. 

(c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
this  section,  sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  0.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 
14)  ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.  370; 
40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except 
applicable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or 
leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions 
performed  by  the  Postmaster  General  in  effectuating  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  208.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this 
title  later  than  a  date  ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  title. 
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1  Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his 

2  annual  report  an  account  of  transactions  conducted  during 

3  the  applicable  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

4  Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Post  Office 

5  Department  Property  Act  of  (25)1953  1954” . 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  24,  1953. 

Attest:  LYLE  0.  SHADER, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  April  20  (legislative 
day,  April  14) ,  1954. 

Attest:  J.  MARK  TRICE, 

Secretary. 
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1954  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  5013 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  the  article  to 
which  I  have  previously  referred,  en¬ 
titled,  “More  Surplus  Crop  Storage  Bins 
Ordered,”  written  by  Aubrey  Graves, 
and  published  in  the  Washington  Post 
and  Times-Herald  of  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

More  Surplus  Crop  Storage  Bins  Ordered 
(By  Aubrey  Graves) 

Concerned  over  the  continued  pileup  of 
surplus  foodstuff  and  fiber  in  Government 
hands,  Agriculture  Secretary  Benson  an¬ 
nounced  yesterday  that  he  had  awarded  11 
contracts  for  building  $22,500,000  worth  of 
new  storage  bins. 

The  new  facilities  (22,916  bins  with  a  total 
capacity  of  9,999,560  bushels)  will  be  erected 
in  Kansas,  Colorado,  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  and  Montana. 

They  will  bring  the  Government’s  storage 
capacity  up  to  735  million  bushels. 

Taxpayers  are  now  paying  storage  costs 
of  $20,000  an  hour  on  an  estimated  $6.5  bil¬ 
lion  worth  of  surpluses  owned  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  These  holdings, 
representing  a  per  capita  investment  of  $41, 
are  stashed  away  in  grain  elevators,  storage 
bins,  refrigerating  plants,  warehouses,  and 
even  the  holds  of  ships. 

SEES  $2  BILLION  RISE 

Benson  recently  warned  that  the  total 
Federal  investment  in  crop  surpluses  could 
mount  another  $2  billion  to  $8.5  billion  by 
the  end  of  this  year. 

For  instance,  11  million  more  acres  will 
be  planted  to  corn  than  were  so  planted  in 
19-53,  according  to  a  Department  survey. 
Cotton  and  wheat  surpluses  are  also  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  larger  after  the  next  harvest. 

Meanwhile,  in  spite  of  the  vast  stockpiles 
Of  food  in  Government  hands,  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  True  D.  Morse  declared  yesterday 
that  farmers  must  be  encouraged  to  produce 
abundantly  to  help  assure  full  employment 
in  the  cities  and  high  financial  returns  for 
themselves. 

"A  farm  program  should  not  be  permitted 
to  turn  agriculture  back  to  a  philosophy  of 
scarcity,”  Morse  explained.  “Large  produc¬ 
tion  from  the  Nation’s  farms  helps  maintain 
a  high  level  of  business  activity  which,  in 
turn,  helps  maintain  national  prosperity.” 

He  made  these  statements  in  a  luncheon 
speech  addressed  to  the  National  Association 
of  Grocery  Manufacturers. 

OFFERS  SURPLUS  CURE 

Morse  believes  that  the  answer  to  our  sur¬ 
plus  problem  is  better  distribution,  greater 
consumption  at  home  and  increased  sales 
abroad. 

He  said  that  the  system  of  flexible  price 
supports  advocated  by  the  Eisenhower  ad- 
ministration  would  tend  to  encourage  larger 
sales  of  farm  products  and  bring  prosperity 
to  farmers  and  strengthen  the  national 
economy. 

In  another  farm  development,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  announced  that  heavy  rains  have  dam¬ 
aged  vegetable  crops  in  southern  Texas,  where 
drought  conditions  previously  had  been  the 
top  farm  problem.  Rains  that  fell  in  the 
lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  earlier  this  month 
flooded  out  4,000  acres  of  early  spring  to¬ 
matoes,  2,00(3  acres  of  early  spring  sweet  corn, 
2,000  acres  of  late  cantaloups,  and  about 
2,500  acres  of  other  vegetables. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wonder  if  I  under¬ 
stood  correctly  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  to  say  that  if  some  action  was  not 


taken  at  this  session  of  Congress,  the 
wheat  acreage  would  be  reduced  next 
year  to  55  million  acres. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  think  that  is  a  seri¬ 
ous  problem  confronting  Congress,  and 
that  an  opportunity  should  be  afforded 
to  consider  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  In  view  of  world  condi¬ 
tions,  and  in  the  light  of  widespread 
drought  conditions  throughout  much  of 
the  United  States,  I  think  it  would  be  a 
serious  mistake  to  reduce  the  wheat  acre¬ 
age  next  year  to  55  million  acres 


CONSTRUCTION  OP  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 

CONTRACTS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morning 
business  is  closed.  The  Chair  lays  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  unfinished  business, 
which  is  H.  R.  6342. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing 
purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  wishes  to  advise  that  the  Senate  is 
proceeding  under  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  entered  into  on  April  15,  1954. 

Under  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  debate  on  any  amendment  or  mo¬ 
tion — including  appeals — shall  be  limited 
to  not  exceeding  60  minutes,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled,  respectively,  by 
the  mover  of  any  such  amendment  or 
motion  and  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  in  the  event  he  is  opposed 
to  such  an  amendment  or  motion ;  other¬ 
wise,  by  the  mover  and  the  minority 
leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by 
him :  Provided,  That  no  amendment  that 
is  not  germane  to  the  subject  matter  of 
the  said  bill  shall  be  received:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  debate  upon  the  bill 
itself  shall  be  limited  to  not  exceeding  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled,  respectively,  by  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson]. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  4-8-54-d,  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed 
to  add  a  new  section  to  title  I  of  the  bill, 
as  follows: 

Consent  is  hereby  granted  to  the  head  of 
any  Federal  department,  bureau,  agency,  or 
independent  office  to  negotiate  for  adminis¬ 
trative  payments  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  on  property  the  title  to  which  prop¬ 
erty  rests  in  the  United  States  pursuant  to 
this  title.  It  is  the  intent  of  such  negotia¬ 
tions  to  insure  that  the  Federal  Government 
will  make  administrative  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same 
amount  as  if  the  property  were  taxed  accord¬ 
ing  to  its  value  and  as  if  the  property  was 
privately  owned.  Any  payment  so  nego¬ 
tiated  shall  be  based  upon  an  assessed  valua¬ 
tion  which  does  not  represent  a  larger  per¬ 
centage  of  true  valuation  than  is  used  by 


assessing  authorities  in  valuing  property 
generally  for  tax  purposes  within  the  tax¬ 
ing  jurisdiction. 

The  foregoing  authority  granted  to  the 
head  of  any  Federal  department,  bureau, 
agency,  or  independent  office  shall  only  be 
valid  until  such  time  as  the  Congress  of  the 
United  Stated  provides,  by  law,  a  general 
policy  regarding  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  to 
local  government  on  all  classifications  of 
Federal  properties  held  within  such  taxing 
jurisdictions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  advise  the 
Chair  the  amount  of  time  he  yields  to 
himself  for  the  purpose  of  discussing  his 
amendment? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  yield  myself 
15  minutes  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized 
for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  presented  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Senate  would 
add  a  new  section  to  title  I  of  the  bill, 
and  would  apply  only  to  such  construc¬ 
tion  under  lease-purchase  agreements 
as  is  contemplated  under  the  terms  of 
title  I.  In  other  words,  the  amendment 
does  not  apply  to  title  II  of  the  bill,  which 
deals  with  post  office  lease-purchase  pro¬ 
grams.  Post  office  construction  is  con¬ 
sidered  a  very  normal  and  routine  part 
of  the  Government’s  public  buildings’ 
program.  Almost  every  community  in 
the  United  States  wants  to  have  a  new 
post  office,  and,  in  my  opinion,  most 
of  them  deserve  one.  Therefore,  the  in¬ 
tent  and  purpose  of  my  amendment  is 
not  to  apply  to  post  office  construction  or 
post  office  facilities;  it  is  meant  to  ap¬ 
ply  to  the  provisions  of  title  I,  which 
would  be  under  the  general  jurisdiction 
of  the  General  Services  Administrator  or 
the  agency  concerned. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is 
quite  simple.  The  bill  now  under  con¬ 
sideration  provides  that  local  taxes  shall 
be  paid  for  the  entire  period  of  the  lease- 
purchase  agreement.  However,  no  pro¬ 
vision  is  made  in  the  bill  for  Federal 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  after  Federal 
acquisition.  Therefore,  my  amendment 
simply  states  that  whenever  there  is 
Federal  construction  of  facilities,  such 
as  public  buildings,  under  the  terms  of 
title  I  of  the  bill,  once  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  gained  full  title  and  has 
acquired  the  properties  under  lease-pur¬ 
chase  contracts,  the  Federal  agency 
which  has  jurisdiction  over  the  facili¬ 
ties  or  new  construction  shall  negotiate 
with  the  local  government,  to  insure  that 
there  will  be  administrative  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes  to  the  same  extent  and  in 
the  same  amount  as  if  the  property  were 
taxed  according  to  its  value  and  as  if 
the  property  was  privately  owned.  Any 
payment  so  negotiated  shall  be  based 
upon  an  assessed  valuation  which  does 
not  represent  a  larger  percentage  of 
true  valuation  than  is  used  by  assessing 
authorities  in  valuing  property  general¬ 
ly  for  tax  purposes  within  the  taxing 
jurisdiction. 

My  amendment  is  not  compulsory;  it 
is  not  mandatory.  However,  if  it  be 
agreed  to,  it  will  authorize,  by  public  law 
and  consent,  and  thus  by  congressional 
policy,  the  head  of  any  Federal  depart- 
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ment,  bureau,  agency,  or  independent  of¬ 
fice  to  negotiate  with  State  and  local 
governments  to  the  end  that  administra¬ 
tive  payments  may  be  made  on  property 
the  title  to  which  rests  in  the  United 
States  under  title  I  of  the  bill. 

Why  is  this  necessary?  First,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  no  standard  of 
procedure,  no  body  of  rules,  and  no  stat¬ 
utory  law  providing  for  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes.  Some  agencies  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  pay  municipalities  a 
gift  in  lieu  of  taxes.  Other  agencies  pay 
nothing  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

The  senior  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  KnowlandI,  the  late  distinguished 
Senator  from  Ohio,  Mr.  Taft,  and  other 
Senators,  have  had,  and  now  have,  bills 
pending  before  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  to  provide  a  system, 
a  procedure,  and  a  code  of  rules  for  pay¬ 
ments  in  lieu  of  taxes.  I  myself  have 
pending  before  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  operations  a  bill  to  consider  the 
whole  problem  of  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes.  My  bill  has  been  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  the  81st,  the  82d,  and  the  83d 
Congresses. 

What  is  more,  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
is  now  studying  the  entire  difficult  prob¬ 
lem  of  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  local  jurisdic¬ 
tions  of  Government.  A  special  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  been  recently  established  and 
constituted  to  study  and  to  make  rec¬ 
ommendations  with  respect  to  an  overall 
policy  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

Why  is  this  important?  Because  mu¬ 
nicipality  after  municipality,  city  after 
city,  is  being  robbed  of  its  tax  base  and 
having  it  taken  away  because  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  acquisition  of  local  properties. 
When  there  are  added  the  tax  exemp¬ 
tions  on  the  properties  of  certain  philan¬ 
thropic  organizations,  charitable  institu¬ 
tions,  universities,  and  religious  groups, 
all  of  which  have  tax-free  property  in 
the  cities,  and  then  there  are  added  the 
tax  exemptions  accorded  the  Federal 
Government  on  the  properties  it  ac¬ 
quires  there  soon  will  result  so  limited 
and  restricted  a  taxable  property  base 
in  a  municipality  that  the  tax  burden 
will  be  unusually  and  unbelievably  heavy 
on  those  who  are  still  private  property 
owners,  and  at  the  same  time  the  mu¬ 
nicipality  will  not  have  sufficient  reve¬ 
nue  to  provide  the  municipal  services 
which  are  so  essential  to  modern  metro¬ 
politan  living. 

The  bill  as  now  written,  without  the 
Humphrey  amendment,  will  provide 
that  during  the  period  of  time  of  the 
lease-purchase  contract,  taxes  will  be 
paid  to  the  municipality.  My  amend¬ 
ment  provides  that  until  such  date  as 
the  Congress  shall  legislate  in  the  field 
of  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes,  the  same 
rate  of  taxes  shall  continue  to  apply, 
after  the  lease-purchase  contract  ex¬ 
pires,  as  would  apply  upon  other  proper¬ 
ties  in  the  same  area.  It  is  a  nondis- 
criminatory  provision.  In  other  words, 
it  says  to  the  Federal  Government,  “You 
get  no  more  privileges  and  rights  in  this 
city  than  anybody  else  does.  However, 
you  will  not  bear  an  undue  or  unfair 
share  of  the  tax  burden.” 

/ 


If  the  Congress  is  to  pass  legislation 
like  that  now  being  proposed  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  we  might  just  as  well  face  up  to  the 
fact  that  there  is  going  to  be  a  great 
deal  more  Federal  ownership  of  prop¬ 
erty.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  quite 
surprised  that  some  who  have  worried 
about  Federal  encroachment  on  State 
rights,  and  who  have  worried  about  the 
“creeping  socialism”  through  ownership 
of  property  by  the  Federal  Government, 
should  be  supporting  the  pending  bill. 
However,  be  that  as  it  may,  the  bill  is 
before  the  Senate;  and  I  say  that  if  the 
Federal  Government  is  going  to  build 
warehouses,  which  it  most  likely  will;  if 
the  Federal  Government  is  going  to  build 
office  buildings,  which  it  most  likely 
will;  if  the  Federal  Government  is  going 
to  build  parking  lots,  or  whatever  else 
may  be  contemplated  under  the  bill, 
which  it  can  do,  then  the  Government 
should  make  administrative  payments 
in  lieu  of  taxes,  in  the  same  amoifnt 
anybody  else  would  pay  in  the  way  of 
taxes. 

I  believe  it  is  the  duty  of  Congress  to 
inform  every  Federal  agency,  save  the 
Post  Office  Department,  which  is  a  nor¬ 
mal  function  of  Federal  service,  that 
when  lease-purchase .  contracts  for  the 
acquisition  of  property  are  entered  into, 
which  can  vary  all  the  way  from  a  park¬ 
ing  lot  to  an  office  building,  the  agency 
interested  ought  to  make  a  payment  to 
the  municipality,  city,  county,  or  State, 
which  will  represent  its  fair  share  of 
the  cost  of  municipal  service. 

That  is  what  the  amendment  proposed 
by  me  does.  It  is  not  mandatory.  It 
does,  however,  set  congressional  policy. 
I  believe  the  amendment  would  be  un¬ 
constitutional  if  it  were  mandatory, 
under  the  case  of  McCulloch  against 
Maryland.  In  that  case  the  Supreme 
Court  ruled  that  a  State  did  not  have 
the  power  to  tax  a  Federal  institution, 
and  in  that  case  Chief  Justice  Marshall 
used  the  expression  so  often  quoted,  that 
“the  power  to  tax  is  the  power  to  de¬ 
stroy.”  Therefore,  in  the  case  of  Mc¬ 
Culloch  against  Maryland  a  constitu¬ 
tional  provision  and  limitation  was  cited, 
and  the  State  government’s  action  was 
ruled  unconstitutional. 

In  the  consideration  of  the  Humphrey 
amendment  the  constitutional  question 
is  not  before  the  Senate,  because  it  is 
not  a  mandatory  provision  which  is  being 
outlined  or  proposed.  What  is  being , 
suggested  is  that  congressional  “consent 
is  hereby  being  granted  to  the  head  of 
any  Federal  department.”  Secondly, 
— “It  is  the  intent  of  such  negotiations  to 
insure  that  the  Federal  Government  will 
make  administrative  payments  in  lieu 
of  taxes”  to  such  local  governments. 

Mr.  President,  that  about  completes 
my  case. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks  a  letter  which  I  received  from 
the  American  Municipal  Association 
concerning  the  bill  before  the  Senate, 
H.  R.  6342. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


American  Municipal  Association, 

Washington.  D.  C.,  April  6,  1954. 
The  Honorable  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  On  behalf  of 
the  12,000  member  municipalities  in  44  States 
of  the  American  Municipal  Association,  I  am 
writing  this  letter  to  urge  you  to  oppose 
passage  of  H.  R.  6342  (Senate  Calendar  1035) . 
We  do  so  for  the  following  main  reasons: 

1.  One  of  the  growing  problems  confront¬ 
ing  municipalities  is  the  steady  erosion  of 
the  local  tax  base  by  the  acquisition  of  in¬ 
creasing  amounts  of  tax-free  real  estate  by 
the  Federal  Government.  As  you  know,  the 
property  tax  constitutes  the  principal  source 
of  revenue  for  most  cities — from  60  to  70  per¬ 
cent  on  the  average.  H.  R.  6342  creates  a 
new  Federal  device  by  which  property  can 
be  removed  from  local  tax  rolls.  Using  the 
so-called  lease-purchase  plan  (which  is  in 
reality  a  no-money-down  installment  pur¬ 
chase)  the  Federal  Government  can  revise 
t^e  tax  base  of  local  communities  by  obtain¬ 
ing  more  and  more  property  without  con¬ 
gressional  review. 

2.  The  problem  of  pay  in  lieu  is  one  of  the 
principal  problems  which  the  Congress  will 
eventually  have  to  solve.  The  local  govern¬ 
ments  have  been  stopped  from  trying  to 
solve  this  problem  during  this  session  of 
Congress  because  the  National  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  of  which 
you  are  a  member  is  attempting  to  arrive 
at  a  just,  fair  and  overall  solution  to  the 
problem.  This  is  well  and  good.  We  support 
the  move.  But,  it  is  difficult  to  read  a  letter 
from  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  Committee  dated  April  5, 
1954,  in  which  he  says  that  his  committee 
has  “unanimously  agreed  to  defer  hearings 
on  this  and  other  related  bills  [pay  in  lieu 
bills]  until  the  report  and  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  are  available”:  and  then  to  read 
to  Senate  calendar  and  realize  that  a  new 
gimmick  for  the  removal  of  Federal  real 
property  from  local  taxation  is  up  for  adop¬ 
tion.  We  protest  this  action  because  we  feel 
that  if  we  are  prevented  from  having  the 
pay-in-lieu  situation  corrected  during  this 
session  of  Congress;  the  least  the  Congress 
can  do  is  to  play  fair  with  the  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  not  adopt  any  new  devices  which- 
will  accentuate  the  pay-in-lieu  problem.  We 
are  willing  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the 
Senate  Government  Operations  Committee. 
We  are  not  willing  to  stand  aside  idly,  how¬ 
ever,  while  the  Senate  refuses  to  play  fair 
with  the  local  governments  of  America  by 
likewise  declaring  a  moratorium  on  its  ac¬ 
tions  in  regard  to  this  matter.  Adoption  of 
this  legislation  under  these  circumstances 
would  be  gross  unfairness. 

3.  President  Eisenhower  has  said  that  one 
of  the  biggest  obstacles  facing  his  adminis¬ 
tration  was  the  number  of  unpaid  checks 
which  his  officials  had  to  pick  up  from  the 
preceding  administration.  This  bill  will 
allow  the  creation  of  an  unlimited  number 
of  unpaid  checks.  As  it  now  stands,  the 
executive  department  could  contract  for  any 
number  of  buildings  that  would  eventually 
cost  a  half  million  dollars  each,  with  no 
legislative  check  except  a  post  facto  report. 
This  comes  about  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that 
the  Administrator  is  empowered  to  enter  into 
lease-purchase  contracts  up  to  $20,000  per 
year  and  up  to  25  years  in  length.  This 
adds  up  to  a  half  million  dollars.  No(  limit 
is  put  on  the  number  of  such  contracts  he 
can  enter  into.  If  he  enters  into  just  1 
such  contract  a  week  for  1  year  he  commits 
the  Federal  Government  to  a  $24  million 
expenditure.  If  he  enters  into  I  such  con¬ 
tract  for  2  years  he  commits  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  a  $48  million  expenditure.  And,  as 
the  bill  is  now  before  the  Senate,  there  is  no 
time  limit  on  the  authority  to  the  Adminis- 
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trator.  No  provision  is  made  for  future 
congressional  review  of  the  authorization. 
One  can  readily  see  the  number  of  unpaid 
checks  which  conceivably  will  come  due  dur¬ 
ing  future  administrations. 

4.  In  his  budget  message,  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  stated  that  this  budget  marks  the 
return  to  State  and  local  government  of 
those  functions  and  responsibilities  which 
it  can  best  perform.  It  is  axiomatic  that 
local  government  cannot  perform  its  func¬ 
tions  without  fiscal  resources.  Prom  your 
experience  in  municipal  government  you 
know  this  to  be  true. 

For  these  reasons  respectfully  it  is  re¬ 
quested  that  you  aid  in  defeating  this  legis¬ 
lation  on  the  Senate  floor. 

Members  of  our  staff  will  be  more  than 
happy  to  confer  with  you  on  this  matter  and 
to  bring  to  your  attention  any  information 
which  you  might  desire. 

With  warmest  personal  regards,  I  remain. 
Sincerely, 

Randy  Haskell  Hamilton, 
Director  of  the  Washington  Office. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  it 
will  be  noted  that  in  the  letter  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Municipal  Association,  which  rep¬ 
resents  12,000  member  municipalities  in 
44  States,  asks  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  not  to  adopt  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation,  and  to  oppose  the  passage  of 
House  bill  6342,  and  the  letter  outlines 
the  reasons,  which  are  listed  in  four  sep¬ 
arate  categories. 

The  first  was  the  one  I  have  just  dis¬ 
cussed,  the  matter  of  acquisition  by  the 
Federal  Government  of  properties  in 
municipalities,  thereby  destroying  the 
principal  source  of  revenue  for  most 
cities,  which  is  the  property  tax.  From 
60  to  70  percent  of  the  revenues  of  cities 
are  derived  from  the  property  tax.  The 
adoption  of  the  lease-purchase  plan 
would  aggravate  the  situation  of  Federal 
acquisition  of  properties  which  will  be¬ 
come  nontaxable. 

The  second  item  in  the  letter  of  the 
American  Municipal  Association  on  the 
pending  legislation,  which  was  then  be¬ 
fore  the  committees  of  Congress,  sug¬ 
gests,  in  reference  to  administrative  pay¬ 
ments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  that  the  Congress 
should  not  be  aggravating  the  problem 
by  further  Federal  acquisition  of  proper¬ 
ties  while  the  Members  of  Congress 
and  the  administration  are  discussing 
the  problem  and  trying  to  reach  a  solu¬ 
tion. 

Thirdly,  the  American  Municipal  As¬ 
sociation  in  its  letter  notes  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  has  said  that  one  of 
the  biggest  obstacles  facing  his  admin¬ 
istration  is  the  number  of  unpaid  checks 
which  his  officials  had  to  pick  up  from 
the  preceding  administration.  I  think 
the  American  Municipal  Association 
quite  succinctly  and  appropriately  states 
that  “this  bill  will  allow  the  creation  of 
an  unlimited  number  of  unpaid  checks.” 

Finally,  the  president  of  the  American 
Municipal  Association  notes  that  in 
President  Eisenhower’s  budget  message 
he  stated  that  “this  budget  marks  the 
return  to  State  and  local  government  of 
those  functions  and  responsibilities 
which  it  can  best  perform.  It  is  axio¬ 
matic  that  local  government  cannot  per¬ 
form  its  functions  without  fiscal  re¬ 
sources.” 

In  a  personal  note,  the  director  of  the 
Washington  office  of  the  American  Mu¬ 
nicipal  Association,  Mr.  Randy  Haskell 


Hamilton,  writes  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  Minnesota: 

From  your  experience  in  municipal  gov¬ 
ernment  you  know  this  to  be  true. 

For  these  reasons  respectfully  it  is  re¬ 
quested  that  you  aid  in  defeating  this  legis¬ 
lation  on  the  Senate  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  happened  to  be  mayor 
of  a  large  city  for  a  little  more  than  3 
years,  and  I  know  that  what  is  stated  in 
the  letter  of  the  American  Municipal 
Association  is  eminently  correct. 

Without  going  into  the  merits  or 
demerits  of  the  entire  measure,  I  hope 
that  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  who  is 
handling  the  bill  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  will  see  fit  to  accept  my  amendment, 
because  I  believe  it  embodies  a  principle 
which  he,  from  his  own  experience  in 
State  government  in  California,  knows 
to  be  a  valid  principle. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
many  minutes  does  the  Senator  from 
California  yield  to  himself? 

Mi-.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  myself  10 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mi-.  KUCHEL.  Over  the  years,  and  in 
varying  degrees,  the  Federal  Government 
has  taken  real  property,  by  purchase  or 
otherwise,  off  the  tax  rolls  of  local  gov¬ 
ernments;  and  I  completely  agree  with 
the  philosophy  which  has  motivated  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  in  advancing  his  amendment  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  today,  affecting  what  has 
posed  a  recurring  and  a  growing  prob¬ 
lem  to  county  and  city  governments  in 
the  several  States. 

I  am  inclined  to  feel  that  the  impact 
of  Federal  acquisition  of  property  in  the 
State  of  California  has  probably  been 
greater  than  in  any  other  State  in  the 
Union.  I  cite,  for  example,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  of  the  total  acreage  of  the 
State  which  I  have  the  honor  in  part  to 
represent,  100  million  acres,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  owns  45,900,- 
000  acres,  or  somewhat  in  excess  of  45 
percent  of  the  entire  land  area  which 
comprises  the  second  largest  State  of  the 
Union.  I  can  also  draw  upon  what  I  hope 
is  not  a  faulty  memory,  and  suggest  to 
you,  Mr.  President,  that  one  the  counties 
in  California  is  owned  by  the  Federal 
Government  almost  to  the  extent  of  75 
percent. 

So  I  wish  to  say  at  the  outset,  in  com¬ 
menting  upon  the  question  raised  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  by  means  of 
the  amendment  he  has  offered,  that  I 
agree  we  have  a  problem  to  face  and  to 
solve  in  this  field.  Both  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  thereafter  the  full  Committee  on 
Public  Works  debated  and  discussed  that 
very  problem.  As  a  result  of  that  dis¬ 
cussion,  the  committee  saw  fit  to  include 
in  the  pending  bill,  both  as  to  title  I,  with 
respect  to  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  I  would  say  to  my  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  and  as  to  title 
II,  relative  to  the  Post  Office  Department, 
the  following  provision: 

(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real 
property  acquired  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  the  same  shall  be  subject— 


And  I  point  out  that  the  word  “shall” 
is  used  in  that  connection — • 
to  State  and  local  taxes  until  title  to  the 
same  shall  pass  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States. 

That  language  appears  in  both  title  I 
and  title  II  of  the  bill. 

What  does  that  provision  mean,  Mr. 
President?  It  means  that  until  any  con¬ 
tract  in  the  nature  of  a  lease-purchase 
contract  is  finally  and  completely  ful¬ 
filled  and  until  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  has  paid  its  entire  obli¬ 
gation  under  the  terms  of  the  purchase 
agreement,  title  to  the  property  will  re¬ 
main  in  private  hands,  and  thus  the 
property  will  be  subject,  under  the  laws 
of  the  State,  to  whatever  ad  valorem 
taxes  are  exacted  by  the  government  of 
the  State  or  with  respect  to  a  State  such 
as  mine,  which  has  no  State  ad  valorem 
taxes,  the  property  will  be  subject  to  the 
ad  valorem  taxes  to  be  paid  to  the  city  or 
the  county  in  which  the  property  is 
located. 

Another  provision  of  the  bill  is  that 
a  lease-purchase  contract  shall  not  be 
executed  for  a  period  of  time  less  than 
10  years  or  more  than  25  years.  So  in 
the  normal  course  of  any  lease-purchase 
contract  entered  into  under  the  pending 
bill,  with  the  amendment  presently  writ¬ 
ten  into  it  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  10  years  would  normally 
elapse  before  any  parcel  of  real  property 
purchased  under  a  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tract  would  be  transferred  titlewise  to 
the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
The  normal  rule  will  thus  be  that  after 
enactment  of  the  bill  and  after  the  en¬ 
tering  into  of  a  lease-purchase  contract 
on  an  installment  plan,  at  least  10  years 
will  have  to  pass  before  title  to  the  prop¬ 
erty  will  be  taken  by  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  and  before  the  prop¬ 
erty  will  pass  from  the  tax  rolls  of  the 
State,  county,  or  city,  as  the  case  may  be. 
I  submit  that  interim  period  will  give 
the  House  of  Representatives  far  more 
than  sufficient  time  to  write  the  proper 
kind  of  law  making  provision  for  pay¬ 
ments  in  lieu  of  or  in  place  of  ad  valorem 
taxes.  I  think  such  a  law  should  be 
written  and  drafted  with  extreme  care, 
following  a  complete  study  of  the  entire 
problem,  and  with  provision  for  the  nec¬ 
essary  exceptions. 

Mr.  President,  what  is  attempted  by 
means  of  the  amendment  submitted  by 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota?  First  of 
all,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  amendment  constitutes 
consent  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  negotiate  for  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes,  but  nothing  is  mandatory 
under  the  provisions  of  the  amendment. 
Thus,  a  situation  could  develop  whereby, 
following  negotiation,  the  Postmaster 
General  would  agree  to  make,  in  lieu  of 
taxes,  payments  to  town  A,  but  would 
refuse  to  make  them  to  town  B.  The 
same  unfortunate  possibility  would  exist 
with  respect  to  the  General  Services 
Administration,  in  dealing  with  the 
problem. 

In  the  second  place,  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment-  provides  that — 

Any  payment  so  negotiated  shall  be  based 
upon  an  assessed  valuation  which  does  not 
represent  a  larger  percentage  of  true  valua- 
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tion  than  Is  used  by  assessing  authorities 
In  valuing  property  generally  for  tax  pur¬ 
poses  within  the  tax  Jurisdiction. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  that  the  time  he  has  allotted  to  him¬ 
self  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Then,  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  5  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes  more. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  point  out — and  I  say  to  my  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  that  I  am  sure 
I  am  correct  about  this — that  under  the 
bill  as  now  written,  since  title  to  the 
property  would  remain  in  private  hands 
for  10  years,  the  property  would  be  as¬ 
sessed  by  the  local  assessing  agencies, 
and  taxes  would  have  to  be  paid  by  the 
private  owner  anyway. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  the  able 
Chairman  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
Federal  Government  does  not  have  any 
title,  implied  or  otherwise,  until  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  agreement — that  is,  until 
the  payment,  in  rentals,  of  the  amount 
of  the  agreed  value  of  the  property? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  is  entirely  correct. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  understand  that  the 
amendment  would  be  added  to  title  I  of 
the  bill.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  strikes  me  that  would 
result  in  a  very  inequitable  situation,  un¬ 
der  which  an  existing  property — for  in¬ 
stance,  an  existing  Federal  post-office 
property  at  a  particular  place — could 
be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  new  post  office.  It  is  my 
recollection  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill — 
unless  they  wex-e  changed  during  the  time 
when  I  was  away,  attending  the  funeral, 
last  week — that  where  property  is  owned 
by  the  Government  and  presently  is  used 
by  the  Government  for  post-office  pur¬ 
poses,  but  where  a  new  or  larger  post 
office  is  needed,  the  exchange  can  be 
effected  only  by  bringing  it  under  title 
I  of  the  bill,  under  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services.  So,  to  make  the 
amendment  applicable  to  title  I,  but  not 
to  title  II,  would  result  in  tax  agree¬ 
ments  in  the  case  of  those  post  offices, 
but  not  in  the  case  of  other  post  offices. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  is  entirely  correct,  and  I 
think  he  has  put  his  finger  on  a  situation 
that  would  be  unfortunate  and,  I  believe 
I  can  say,  unfair,  if  the  amendment  were 
adopted. 

I  should  like  to  pay  my  respects  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota,  who 
did  have  an  illustrious  background  in 
municipal  government;  and  I  should  also 
like  to  tell  him  that  I  would  enjoy  work¬ 
ing  with  him  with  respect  to  the  bill  he 
has  introduced,  relative  to  writing  an 
overall  policy  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  However,  I  prefer  not  to  have  it 


discussed  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  but,  „ 
rather,  in  the  committee,  where,  as  he 
himself  has  stated,  my  senior  colleague 
from  California  [Mr.  Knowland]  like¬ 
wise  has  a  measure  designed  to  solve,  or, 
at  any  rate,  introduced  in  an  attempt 
to  solve,  the  problem  we  are  now  con¬ 
sidering. 

I  wish  to  say,  as  I  conclude,  that  I  think 
every  argument  in  favor  of  the  adoption 
by  Congress  of  a  policy  relative  to  pay¬ 
ments  in  lieu  of  taxes  is  admirably  met 
by  the  present  provisions  of  the  bill 
which  the  committee  adopted  relative 
to  that  specific  subject;  and  I  think  the 
bill  as  now  written  is  free  from  the  seri¬ 
ous  questions  of  application  which  in¬ 
here  in  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  most 
respectfully  urge  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  to  consider  withdrawing  his 
amendment  and  permitting  the  Senate 
to  proceed  to  vote  on  the  question  of  the 
final  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  16  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  intelligent  and  informed 
discussion  of  the  bill  and  the  amendment 
by  the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
California.  I  should  like  to  make  one  or 
two  observations  which  I  believe  would 
be  helpful,  regardless  of  what  may  hap¬ 
pen  to  the  amendment  which  I  have 
offered. 

First  of  all,  the  pending  bill,  the  lease- 
purchase  bill,  has  a  provision  which 
necessitates  the  payment  of  taxes  during 
the  pei'iod  of  time  of  the  lease-purchase 
contract.  Of  course,  it  has  such  a  pro¬ 
vision,  because  during  the  time  of  the 
lease-purchase  contract  the  property  is 
owned  by  the  private  contractor,  and  not 
by  the  Federal  Government.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Goverament  is  in  the  position  of  a 
renter.  It  is  in  the  position  of  the  party 
who  xinder  a  lease  pays  the  rental.  In 
making  such  lease  payment  it  also  pays 
for  the  taxes,  because  that  is  a  part  of 
the  lease  payment.  Any  private  builder 
or  real-estate  operator  would  figure  the 
cost  of  his  overhead  in  the  charges  for 
rent. 

The  amendment  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Minnesota  is  directed  toward  a 
situation  in  which  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  may  pay  up  in  advance  on  a  lease- 
purchase  agi-eement  when  the  25-year 
period,  the  10-year  pei’iod,  or  what  period 
is  agreed  to  under  the  lease-purchase 
conti'act,  is  not  fully  utilized.  It  is  en¬ 
tirely  possible,  under  the  terms  of  the 
pending  legislation,  for  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  make  accelerated  payments, 
thei’eby  obtaining  its  title  to  the  prop¬ 
erty  long  before  the  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tract  contemplated.  To  be  sure,  under  a 
25-year  lease-purchase  contract,  the  mu¬ 
nicipality  would  be  sure  of  25  years  of 
tax  payments.  But  let  us  assume  that 
the  Federal  Government,  under  the 


lease-purchase  contract,  amended  the 
contract  so  that  in  5  years  or  10  years 
the  contract  was  paid  off.  Then  there 
would  be  a  period  of  20  or  15  years  in 
which  the  municipality  would  not  receive 
any  tax  revenue. 

The  validity  of  the  argument  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  testi¬ 
fied  to  by  the  fact  that,  under  the  teims 
of  the  bill,  during  the  period  of  the  lease- 
purchase  contract  taxes  are  to  be  paid 
upon  these  properties.  The  Senator 
from  Minnesota  says  that  if  it  is  valid 
for  taxes  to  be  paid  on  such  properties 
while  the  Federal  Government  is  occupy¬ 
ing  the  facilities  as  a  renter  or  lessor, 
then  it  is  valid  for  the  Federal  Govei-n- 
ment  to  make  an  administrative  payment 
in  lieu  of  taxes  upon  the  same  pi-operties, 
located  in  the  same  cities,  serving  the 
same  people,  in  the  same  State,  and  in 
the  same  counti-y,  after  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  obtains  title. 

Something  must  be  done  to  focus  at¬ 
tention  upon  this  growing  pi-oblem.  If 
I  had  no  other  purpose  in  offering  the 
amendment,  it  offei-s  us  an  opportxmity 
to  remind  the  responsible  officials  of  the 
Goverrxment  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  acquiring  ownership  of  more  and 
more  real  estate.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  moving  moi-e  and  more  into  the 
tax  bases  of  municipalities  by  taking 
away  personal  or  private  property  for 
governmental  purposes.  Such  property 
is  then  no  longer  available  for  the  tax 
base  of  the  city.  Today  our  municipali¬ 
ties  are  suffering  from  the  lack  of  fis¬ 
cal  resources.  Today  our  municipalities 
ai-e  incapable  of  taking  care  of  even  a 
modicum  of  municipal  service,  because  of 
inadequate  municipal  resources.  State 
legislatures  give  them  little  or  no  atten¬ 
tion.  The  Federal  Government  moves 
in,  like  a  parasite,  and  takes  away  a 
slice  of  the  tax  base.  Millions  of  people 
live  in  cities  which  have  inadequate  re¬ 
sources. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  is  very 
simple.  It  merely  provides  that,  until 
such  time  as  the  Congress  legislates  com¬ 
pletely  in  the  field  with  an  overall  pro¬ 
gram,  the  principle  of  payment  in  lieu 
of  taxes  shall  be  applied  to  the  pi-op- 
erties  covered  by  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  provides  that  such  properties 
shall  not  be  utilized  to  aggravate  the 
pi-esent  pi’oblem  insulting  from  the  fail- 
ui-e  of  the  Federal  Government  to  make 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

I  had  hoped  that  my  able  friend  and 
colleague  from  California  would  see  fit 
to  accept  my  amendment.  I  realize  that 
already,  along  with  his  fellow  Senatoi’s 
on  the  committee,  he  has  done  yeoman 
sei’vice  in  writing  into  the  bill  a  provi¬ 
sion  for  the  payment  of  taxes  during 
the  lease-purchase  contract  period.  I 
am  grateful  for  that,  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  a  valid  point  to  ask  for  its 
continuation.  It  does  little  or  no  good  to 
say  that  some  day  we  ai-e  going  to  legis¬ 
late  in  the  field  of  payment  in  lieu  of 
tci  xes 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Mixxnesota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  myself  2 
additional  mixxutes. 

The  truth  is  that  we  have  not  legis¬ 
lated,  and  I  gather  that  it  may  be  a  long 
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time  before  we  do  so.  We  are  about  to 
open  up  a  Pandora’s  box  of  Federal  con¬ 
struction,  Federal  ownership,  Federal 
title  in  cities  to  lands  and  properties 
which  formerly  were  a  part  of  the  mu¬ 
nicipal  tax  base.  All  I  am  asking  in  my 
amendment  is  that  we  do  justice  to  the 
cities  and  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  of  my  amendment.  It  does 
not  apply  to  title  II.  I  realize  the  point 
which  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case]  brought  to  our  attention. 
However,  title  I  is  a  specific  provision 
relating  to  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration.  Most  of  the  construction 
under  title  I  will  not  be  represented  by 
additions  to  post-office  buildings.  It 
will  consist  mainly  of  barracks,  ware¬ 
houses,  and  other  Federal  facilities  of  a 
dozen  different  kinds. 

I  am  rather  surprised  to  see  my 
friends  on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle  proposing  a  bill  which  puts  the 
Federal  Government  into  the  ownership 
of  more  and  more  properties  in  the 
United  States.  I  thought  it  was  the 
party  of  free  enterprise.  I  am  amazed 
to  see  that  the  Grand  Old  Party  has  now 
finally  reached  the  point  where  it  wants 
to  see  the  Federal  Government  move  in, 
step  by  step,  inch  by  inch,  block  by  block, 
to  take  away  the  great  free-enterprise 
tax  base,  the  private  property  of  the 
American  people.  That  is  what  would 
happen  under  the  terms  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  iMr.  Humphrey], 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case], 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  the  argu¬ 
ment  which  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
advances  appeals  to  every  Senator,  be¬ 
cause  we  have  all  been  plagued  by  the 
problem  of  depletion  of  tax  bases,  rural 
as  well  as  urban.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  acquiring  more  property,  rural 
as  well  as  urban.  However,  if  a  Pan¬ 
dora’s  box  is  to  be  opened,  it  seems  to 
me  it  would  be  opened  by  applying  the 
provision  for  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes 
in  one  particular  field,  and  not  doing 
anything  about  other  fields.  The  prob¬ 
lem  in  this  particular  field  is  not  urgent. 
As  Senators  have  pointed  out,  under 
lease-purchase  contracts,  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  of  the  holding  of  the  fee  title  by 
the  contractor  taxes  will  be  paid.  ■  Title 
will  rest  with  the  contractor  until  the 
term  expires  and  the  property  is  turned 
over  to  the  Government.  Ten  years  has 
been  suggested  as  the  minimum  period, 
so  there  is  no  great  urgency  about  deal¬ 
ing  with  this  problem  at  this  particular 
point. 

What  is  here  proposed  would  establish 
a  precedent  for  preferred  treatment  in 
dealing  with  the  tax  problem,  but  doing 
nothing  about  the  much  larger  problem 
which  exists  where  there  is  land,  both  in 
rural  and  urban  areas,  which  has  been 
taken  over  for  Army,  Navy,  or  Air  Force 
purposes.  Some  years  ago  I  became 
quite  concerned  over  this  problem.  In 
the  1930’s  certain  lands  in  my  State  had 
been  purchased  under  the  so-called  sub¬ 
marginal  land  purchase  program. 


Many  counties  found  a  great  deal  of 
their  land  being  bought  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  taken  off  the  tax  rolls. 
I  introduced  a  bill  to  do  something  about 
it.  Then  I  discovered  that  it  was  not  a 
local  program  in  my  particular  com¬ 
munity,  but  that  that  condition  existed 
in  many  States.  I  found  that  someone 
from  New  Jersey  desired  an  amendment 
to  make  the  provision  applicable  to 
depots  for  the  Navy  or  for  the  Army. 
The  problem  became  so  much  broader 
that  it  was  recognized  that  we  ought  not 
to  give  preferred  treatment  to  one  seg¬ 
ment  of  it,  but  that  it  ought  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  whole. 

The  argument  for  doing  something 
about  it  applies  to  the  entire  field.  It 
does  not  apply  so  much  to  doing  some¬ 
thing  in  a  field  with  respect  to  which  no 
emergency  exists.  These  properties  will 
be  on  the  tax  rolls  during  the  period  of 
the  lease-purchase  contracts  under 
title  I. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Are  there  any  fur¬ 
ther  amendments  at  the  desk? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  no  further  amendments  at  the  desk. 
The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  make  a  motion  to  recommit  the  bill 
and  I  shall  address  myself  to  the  bill  in 
general  after  the  motion  is  made. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  to  recommit  the 
bill  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Washington.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  is  allotted  30  minutes  on  his 
motion.  How  much  time  does  he  yield 
to  himself? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield  30  minutes 
to  myself,  and  I  shall  speak  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  is  recognized 
for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  address  myself  to  the  bill,  and 
I  hope  I  shall  not  take  the  full  30  min¬ 
utes.  I  appreciate  that  the  Senate  has 
adopted  some  perfecting  amendments  to 
the  House  bill.  However,  having  been 
in  Congress  for  a  considerable  number 
of  years,  I  do  not  have  too  much  hope 
that  the  House  will  recede  from  the  terms 
of  the  original  bill.  Therefore  I  wish 
to  address  myself  to  the  general  policy 
involved,  not  to  the  specific  Senate 
amendments  or  to  the  specific  provisions 
of  the  bill. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  lease-purchase  bill 
for  many  reasons.  I  said  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  last  week  that  it  gives 
promise — and  I  underline  the  word 
promise — of  being  a  grab  bag,  pai’ticu- 
larly  for  money  lenders. 

Federal  buildings  produced  and  ac¬ 
quired  under  this  proposed  legislation 


will  cost  the  taxpayei’S  of  this  country 
many  millions  of  dollars  more  than  un¬ 
der  the  appropriation  method.  The 
committee  itself  states  that  if  this  bill 
becomes  law  there  will  be  three  methods 
for  acquiring  space  for  Federal  agencies. 
First,  the  appropriation  method  which 
we  now  use;  second,  the  lease-purchase 
method  authorized  by  this  bill;  and 
third,  the  straight  rental  method,  which 
has  been  used  in  times  past  in  connection 
with  small  buildings,  particularly  post 
offices,  and  in  cases  of  emergency,  when 
the  Federal  Government  did  not  have 
time  to  erect  a  building,  particularly  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  area  during 
war  periods 

The  committee  states  that  of  these 
three  methods — and  I  ask  the  Senate  to 
mark  this  point — the  first  is  the  cheap¬ 
est,  and  that  the  straight  rental  method 
is  the  most  expensive.  Supposedly,  the 
lease-purchase  program  authorized  by 
the  pending  legislation  would  fall  some¬ 
where  in  between.  That  may  be  true, 
but,  as  I  said  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
last  week,  here  we  have  presented  to  us 
a  new  proposal  for  the  construction  of 
Federal  buildings,  and  the  main  reason 
given  for  it  in  the  report  is  that  we 
should  not  make  appropriations  because 
we  cannot  afford  to  do  so.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  it  is  stated  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  method  will  cost  more  than  the 
appropriation  method. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  lease- 
purchase  method  is  much  more  costly 
than  the  appropriation  method,  and 
probably  much  more  costly  than  the 
public  and  most  Meihbers  of  the  Senate 
realize. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
committee  has  provided  no  estimate  as  to 
what  this  lease-purchase  program  will 
cost,  as  compared  with  a  building  con¬ 
struction  program  financed  honestly  and 
factually  by  appropriations.  If  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  needs  a  building  we 
should  appropriate  the  money  for  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Washington  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  should  first  like 
to  conclude  my  statement;  then  I  shall 
be  happy  to  yield. 

If  the  Federal  Government  needs  a 
building,  it  should  come  to  Congress  and 
ask  it  to  appropriate  the  money  for  it. 
That  is  the  cheapest  way  to  do  it.  If 
we  cannot  afford  to  do  it  that  way,  why 
enact  a  bill  like  this  and  pile  up  the 
costs  to  which  I  am  about  to  refer  under 
this  method,  which  the  committee  itself 
says  is  more  costly  than  the  old  method? 

The  committee  has  provided  no  esti¬ 
mate  as  to  what  the  program  will  cost. 
I  was  curious  on  that  point.  I  thought 
the  Senate  should  have  some  information 
to  guide  it  in  its  deliberations  on  this 
measure.  Therefore  I  asked  the  Library 
of  Congress  to  provide  me  with  some 
figures.  To  me  they  are  most  interesting. 
Let  me  demonstrate  what  I  mean. 

We  are  talking  about  saving  money. 
Yet  we  are  presented  with  a  program 
which  will  be  much  more  costly  than  any 
other  program. 

Estimates  as  to  the  amount  of  con¬ 
struction  which  would  take  place  under 
this  bill  vary.  Some  have  quoted  a  figure 
as  high  as  $3  billion.  For  purposes  of 
illustration,  I  have  assumed  that  $900 
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million  worth  of  construction  would  take 
place  under  this  program. 

All  of  us  know  that  a  builder  will  not 
construct  a  Federal  building  without 
making  a  profit.  I  am  assuming  that 
he  would  make  a  profit  of  approximately 
10  percent,  which  is  the  average  profit 
on  construction.  Under  the  proposed 
lease-purchase  program  the  builders — 
and  I  ask  Senators  to  mark  this  point — 
would  go  to  their  bankers  to  borrow  the 
money.  Naturally,  they  would  borrow 
enough  to  cover  their  estimated  costs,  or 
$900  million,  plus  a  legitimate  profit.  For 
easy  figuring,  let  us  assume  the  builders 
borrow  $1  billion.  This  amount  would 
cover  the  cost  of  construction,  plus  the 
profit.  Collectively,  the  mortgage  total 
would  be  $1  billion. 

I  doubt  that  the  interest  rate  on  these 
mortgages  would  be  less  than  4J/2  per¬ 
cent.  That  is  the  normal,  average  rate 
of  interest  on  money  lent  for  construc¬ 
tion  purposes.  Let  us  assume  that  the 
rate  is  4l/2  percent,  and  that  the  lease- 
purchase  contract  runs  for  25  years.  The 
total  cost  of  these  buildings  to  Uncle 
Sam  would  be  $1,686,000,000,  in  round 
figures,  as  compared  to  $900  million  un¬ 
der  the  straight  appropriation  method. 
The  amount  of  $686  million  is  the 
amount  of  interest  the  taxpayers  will  pay 
on  a  program  of  the  magnitude  I  am 
discussing. 

The  annual  payment  to  amortize  the 
cost  of  the  buildings,  plus  interest  over 
a  25-year  period,  would  be  $67,439,000. 

Let  us  assume  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  to  finance  the  same  build¬ 
ing  program  by  appropriations,  which  is 
the  honest  way  to  do  it.  The  cost  of  the 
money  to  the  Government  would  be  not 
more  than  2V2  percent.  It  would  be  in 
the  ratio  of  whatever  the  deficit  of  the 
Federal  Government  was  for  the  fiscal 
year.  It  would  be  less  than  that,  but  let 
us  assume  it  would  be  2  ]/2  percent.  Over 
a  25-year  period  the  interest  charge 
would  be  $357  million  in  round  figures. 

In  other  words,  it  would  cost  Uncle 
Sam,  at  the  highest  figure  we  could  as¬ 
sume,  $329  million  more  in  interest  alone 
to  finance  a  $1  billion  construction  pro¬ 
gram  under  this  proposed  legislation 
than  it  would  cost  if  Congress  made  the 
appropriations  directly. 

That  is  quite  a  tribute  to  pay  to  the 
moneylenders,  particularly  at  a  time 
when  we  hear  so  much  talk  about 
economizing.  In  addition,  it  is  an  ex¬ 
tremely  high  price  to  pay  in  the  name  of 
a  balanced  budget  for  the  sake  of  a  bal¬ 
anced  budget. 

Let  us  assume  that  the  money  costs 
the  builder  5  percent.  In  that  case  the 
total  interest  the  Federal  Government 
would  ultimately  pay  on  a  $1  billion  con¬ 
struction  program  would  amount  to 
$774,855,000.  In  that  case  the  buildings 
would  cost  the  taxpayers  $418  million 
more  in  interest  than  they  would  cost 
if  Congress  appropriated  the  funds. 

If  builders  had  to  pay  5  V2  percent  for 
their  money,  the  difference  in  cost  would 
be  $507  million.  The  total  interest  would 
be  $864  million,  in  round  figures. 

This,  however,  is  not  the  full  story. 
We  still  have  to  consider  taxes.  Under 
this  bill  the  title  would  not  pass  to  the 
Federal  Government  until  final  payment 
is  made. 


In  consequence,  the  builder  would  pay 
local  taxes  on  the  property.  The  prop¬ 
erty  with  improvements  would  remain  on 
the  tax  rolls. 

This  may  be  a  desirable  provision. 
Many  of  us  in  the  Senate  have  thought 
the  Federal  Government  should  make 
some  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  to  States 
and  municipalities.  Under  the  Consti¬ 
tution,  however.  States  and  political 
subdivisions  may  not  impose  a  tax  on 
the  Federal  Government.  This  bill 
provides  a  backdoor  method  for  per¬ 
mitting  the  Federal  Government- 
through  annual  installments  on  lease- 
purchase  buildings — to  pay  the  taxes. 

I  am  not  arguing  the  merits  or  de¬ 
merits  of  the  proposition.  I  now  merely 
want  to  demontstrate  the  additional  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government  of  acquiring 
buildings  under  this  legislation  attribut¬ 
able  to  local  taxes. 

For  illustrative  purposes,  I  have  taken 
two  cities — Seattle  and  Baltimore — on 
opposite  sides  of  the  country.  I  realize, 
of  course,  that  the  Federal  Government 
is  not  going  to  acquire  a  billion  dollars 
worth  of  construction  in  Baltimore  or 
in  Seattle.  The  property  tax  rates  in 
those  two  cities,  however,  will  demon¬ 
strate  the  point  I  am  making. 

In  the  State  of  Washington  we  have 
a  constitutional  limitation  on  real  estate 
taxes  of  40  mills.  Assessment  valuations 
are  made  at  50  percent  of  true  value. 
On  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  construc¬ 
tion,  therefore,  the  annual  real  estate 
tax  will  amount  to  $20  million.  Over  a 
25 -year  period  these  taxes  would  add 
$500  million  to  the  cost  of  these  build¬ 
ings. 

In  addition,  there  are  local  levies.  In 
Seattle  they  amounted  to  $6.60  per  thou¬ 
sand  in  1953.  Assuming  this  rate  will 
continue,  this  would  add  another  $165 
million,  or  a  total  of  $665  million  in  taxes 
over  25  years. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  probably  more 
than  the  cost  of  the  buildings  them¬ 
selves. 

In  Baltimore,  the  rate  is  $20.80  per 
thousand.  Assessments  are  supposed  to 
be  made  at  75  percent  of  value.  The 
annual  taxes  on  a  billion  dollars’  worth 
of  construction  would  be  $21,600,000. 
Over  a  25 -year  period  taxes  would  in¬ 
crease  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  by  $540  million. 

Let  us  go  back  and  figure  out  what 
the  total  additional  cost  of  a  billion 
dollars’  worth  of  construction  would  be, 
taking  into  consideration  the  additional 
interest  charge  and  the  additional  tax 
bill. 

Assuming  that  builders  acquired  their 
money  at  4%  percent,  it  will  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  the  additional  cost  was  $329 
million  in  round  numbers. 

If  the  construction  took  place  in 
Seattle,  or  in  a  comparable  city,  the  in¬ 
crease  in  cost  under  this  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  would  be — in  taxes  plus  interest — 
$329  million  plus  $665  million,  or  $994 
million. 

If  the  construction  took  place  in  Bal¬ 
timore,  or  in  a  city  of  comparable  cir¬ 
cumstances,  the  total  additional  cost 
would  be  $329  million,  plus  $540  million, 
or  $869  million. 

If  the  money  cost  the  builders  5  per¬ 
cent,  an  additional  $89  million,  in  round 


figures,  would  have  to  be  added.  If 
money  cost  5V2  percent,  $168  million 
would  be  added. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  figures  I  have 
cited  that  construction  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  going  to  cost  the  taxpayers 
almost  double  what  it  would  cost  them 
if  Congress  appropriated  the  funds — fig¬ 
uring  interest  and  taxes  alone.  The 
committee  was  certainly  correct  when 
it  said  in  its  report  that  the  appropria¬ 
tion  method  of  constructing  Federal 
buildings  is  the  cheaper. 

Over  and  above  the  costs  I  have  men¬ 
tioned,  there  are  other  hidden  costs 
which  I  think  will  increase  Uncle  Sam’s 
outlay  under  this  program. 

Personally,  I  think  there  will  be  a 
strong  inclination  on  the  part  of  the 
Postmaster  General  and  the  General 
Services  Administrator,  to  acquire  by 
lease-purchase  buildings  which  will  in¬ 
corporate  more  frills  and  furbelows  than 
will  be  necessary  to  meet  an  agency’s 
needs.  There  would  be  strong  incentive 
to  add  features  that  really  are  not  nec¬ 
essary. 

It  is  like  buying  an  automobile  or  a 
refrigerator  or  a  gas  or  electric  stove 
on  time.  The  customer  tends  to  pur¬ 
chase  something  more  expensive  than  he 
can  actually  afford.  All  of  us  do  that 
when  we  purchase  on  the  installment 
plan.  It  is  simply  human  nature. 
There  is  no  way  of  estimating  the  cost 
that  would  be  added  from  this  source. 
In  my  judgment,  however,  it  would  be 
substantial. 

Furthermore,  I  find  nothing  in  this 
bill  which  requires  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  or  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  to  prepare  its  own  designs.  The 
bill  and  report  speak  of  competitive  bid¬ 
ding,  but  actually  the  only  way  we  can 
have  competitive  bidding  is  if  all  the 
parties  are  preparing  their  estimates  on 
the  same  set  of  plans. 

Under  this  program  a  25-year  contract 
can  be  entered  into  by  negotiation. 
Since  the  individual  builder  will  be  sub¬ 
mitting  his  own  set  of  plans,  there  is  in 
reality  no  competitive  bidding  in  the 
true  sense  of  the  word.  The  Federal 
agencies  will  be  merely  checking  on  the 
estimates  the  builder  and  his  architect 
have  prepared. 

Let  us  assume  that  three  contractors 
bid  on  a  post  office  in  Seattle.  As  this 
bill  is  drawn,  the  Postmaster  General 
or  Administrator  of  General  Services 
could  decide  that  the  contractor  with  the 
fanciest  set  of  plans  should  get  the 
award.  As  I  said  before,  there  would  be 
an  actual  incentive  to  do  that  because 
the  day  of  reckoning  would  be  postponed 
and  because  Congress  would  not  have  the 
check  on  the  executive  branch  that  it 
would  have  if  the  appropriations  were 
made  directly. 

I  raise  these  questions: 

Does  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
want  to  authorize  payment  of  taxes  to 
States  and  their  political  subdivisions 
by  way  of  this  lease-purchase  bill? 

Second.  Do  we  need  these  buildings  so 
badly  that  we  are  willing  to  pay  tribute 
in  the  magnitude  I  have  already  men¬ 
tioned — namely,  $329  million  in  addi¬ 
tional  interest  over  a  25-year  period  on 
a  billion-dollar  construction  program? 
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There  is  still  one  other  thing  I  want 
to  mention.  The  committee  report  says 
that — 

The  General  Services  Administrator  would 
make  use  of  this  legislation  when  (1)  there 
is  no  suitable  Government-owned  space 
available,  (2)  there  is  no  prospect  of  direct 
Federal  construction  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time. 

Mr.  President,  the  General  Services 
Administrator  has  to  be  a  crystal  ball 
gazer  to  figure  that  one  out.  Supposedly 
he  will  look  into  his  crystal  ball  and  de¬ 
cide  that  '‘there  is  no  prospect  of  direct 
Federal  appropriation.”  He  will  go  into 
a  seance  with  himself  and  decide  that 
Congress  is  in  no  mood  to  appropriate 
money  or  that  the  President  and  his 
Bureau  of  Budget  are  penny -pinchers, 
and,  hence,  that  he  should  construct 
buildings  under  this  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Washington  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Let  me  finish  one 
paragraph,  and  then  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  President,  the  executive  branch  is 
deciding  what  the  Congress  will  or  will 
not  do.  The  only  way  to  ascertain  what 
the  Congress  will  do  is  to  come  before 
Congress  with  a  sensible  program  and 
talk  to  us  about  it.  If  the  need  is  great, 
Congress  will  appropriate — provided,  of 
course,  the  executive  branch  is  not  more 
interested  in  claiming  a  balanced  budget 
than  in  achieving  real  economy. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  digress  at  this 
point.  The  only  purpose  of  a  bill  in 
which  the  Government  will  get  $900 
million  worth  of  buildings  in  25  years, 
while  the  taxpayers  will  have  paid  more 
than  $2  billion  for  the  buildings,  is 
merely  to  show  that  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  executive  departments  to  come 
before  Congress  and  to  ask  to  have  the 
money  appropriated.  That  is  the  only 
purpose  of  the  bill.  I  could  say  some 
other  things  about  the  bill,  just  as  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  has 
done  on  several  occasions. 

There  is  now  in  progress  an  investi¬ 
gation  with  respect  to  Federal  housing. 
Unless  I  am  wrong,  if  the  building  pro¬ 
gram  is  started  under  the  provisions  of 
the  bill,  future  investigations  of  abuses 
and  costs  to  the  taxpayers  will  make 
the  Federal  Housing  Administration  in¬ 
vestigation  look  like  a  Sunday-school 
picnic. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  share  the  viewpoint 
expressed  by  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington.  In  my  judgment,  not  only  is 
this  a  form  of  unnecessary  subsidy,  but 
really,  in  the  long  run,  it  will  prove  to 
be  a  form  of  extortion,  so  far  as  the 
taxpayers  are  concerned. 

As  one  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  I  desire  the  Record  to  be 
perfectly  clear  that  the  bill  does  not 
come  to  the  Senate  with  the  unanimous 
consent  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  Three  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  are  on  record  as  opposing  the  bill. 
I  understand  that  a  fourth  member  of 
the  committee  is  considering  modifying 
his  position  on  the  bill.  The  committee 


has  only  eight  members.  So,  as  of  now, 
the  vote  on  the  bill  stands  5  to  3.  I 
think  before  the  final  yea-and-nay  vote 
is  taken  on  the  bill,  it  will  be  found  that 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  is  split 
down  the  middle — 4  in  favor  of  the  bill, 
and  4  against  it. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  this 
afternoon  is  placing  in  the  Record  the 
information  relative  to  costs  which 
really  is  needed  to  demonstrate  to  the 
American  people  that  the  bill  is  decid¬ 
edly  against  the  best  financial  interests 
of  the  public. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  desire  to  make  a  cor¬ 
rection  of  the  statement  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  When  the  bill  was  con¬ 
sidered,  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
consisted  of  11  members;  it  now  has  13 
members. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  has  11  or  13  members. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  is  correct.  There  are  now  13 
members  of  the  committee.  But  when 
the  vote  was  taken  on  the  bill,  my  recol¬ 
lection  is  that  8  votes  were  cast — 5  in 
favor  of  the  bill,  and  3  against  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  know  about 
that.  But  I  cannot  understand  how  a 
Senate  committee,  which  has  dedicated 
itself  to  economy  in  connection  with  a 
public-works  program,  as  it  has  done  in 
prior  administrations  and  in  this  admin¬ 
istration,  can  report  a  bill  which  will 
cost  the  American  people  double  what 
they  are  now  paying.  In  fact,  I  think 
the  cost  will  go  higher  than  that,  be¬ 
cause  contractors  will  submit  their  own 
designs. 

As  I  have  already  pointed  out,  it  will 
be  like  buying  on  the  installment  plan. 
One  who  buys  on  the  installment  plan 
always  purchases  a  larger  refrigerator  or 
car  than  if  he  pays  cash  or  appropriates 
funds  directly,  which  is  the  old  tried- 
and-true  method. 

Throughout  the  history  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  Nation’s  building  program 
there  has  been  a  most  complete  lack  of 
any  scandal  arising  from  padding,  or 
anything  similar  to  it,  because  Congress 
has  supervised  the  construction  of  public 
buildings,  almost  to  the  extent  that 
sometimes  Members  of  Congress  have 
thought  there  should  be  some  relaxation. 
But  here  it  is  proposed  to  begin  a  method 
of  construction  which  could  lend  itself 
to  all  kinds  of  abuses,  let  alone  a  dou¬ 
bling  in  cost.  I  ftn  speaking  only  of  a 
$900  million  program.  Someone  has  said 
the  cost  might  go  to  $3  billion. 

Furthermore,  approximately  10  per¬ 
cent  interest  will  have  to  be  paid  to  the 
moneylenders  of  the  country.  I  do  not 
blame  them  for  getting  their  interest. 
That  is  the  good  American  way  of  doing 
business  in  connection  with  the  lending 
of  money.  But  I  do  not  believe  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  have  to  pay, 
merely  for  the  sake  of  being  able  to  say  it 
is  coming  close  to  balancing  the  budget, 
while  at  the  same  time  it  is  foisting  the 
excessive  cost  on  the  public. 

Many  times  I  have  heard  Senators  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  say,  ‘Our 
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children’s  children  will  have  to  pay  the 
bills.”  Believe  me,  they  will  have  to  pay 
this  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  is  the  Senator  from 
Washington  aware  of  the  fact  that,  in 
many  instances,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  paid  rent  on  the  same  build¬ 
ings  for  50  years,  and  that  at  the  end 
of  that  time  it  has  acquired  no  title  and 
no  equity  whatsoever  in  the  property? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes;  I  am  aware  of 
that  fact.  But  in  many  cases  it  has  been 
desirable  to  rent  the  buildings  because 
it  was  necessary  to  obtain  space  quickly. 
But  I  know  what  this  program  will  do. 
The  Federal  appropriations  for  construc¬ 
tion  can  be  thrown  out  the  window, 
although  the  appropriations  have  been 
for  .very  small  amounts. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Washington  aware  of  the  fact  that  for 
more  than  a  decade  and  a  half  there 
have  been  no  new  public  buildings  con¬ 
structed  by  the  appropriation  method? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Oh,  yes;  and  the 
Senator  from  California  knows  that  the 
reason  is  that  during  the  war  there  was 
no  public  works  construction  program. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  not  that  the  reason, 
probably,  why  Congress  will  refuse  to 
make  appropriations  for  public  buildings 
during  the  next  several  years? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  will  be  up  to 
Congress.  But  the  officials  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  departments  should  have  the  cour¬ 
age  to  come  to  Congress  and  to  say  that 
they  need  new  Federal  buildings.  If 
Congress  chooses  to  turn  them  down, 
that  will  be  another  story.  But  the  bill 
under  consideration  provides  a  backdoor 
method  for  the  construction  of  buildings 
which  will  cost  the  taxpayers  three  times 
as  much  as  under  the  direct  appropria¬ 
tion  method. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  One  of  the  strangest 
arguments  which  has  been  developed, 
which  started  in  the  last  session  of  Con¬ 
gress,  and  which  I  have  heard  over 
and  over  again  at  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress — and  this  comment  applies  not 
only  to  these  particular  projects,  but  also 
to  some  others  to  which  I  shall  call  atten¬ 
tion — is  that  because  Congress  does  not 
appropriate  funds  for  new  building  con¬ 
struction,  therefore  a  bill  should  be 
enacted  to  provide  for  an  installment 
purchase  plan,  which  will  cost  the  tax¬ 
payers  much  more  than  they  should  have 
to  pay  for  a  public  works  building 
program. 

The  administration  is  pulling  this  gag 
in  connection  with  the  development  of 
our  national  resources  in  the  field  of  elec¬ 
tric  power.  The  administration  wants 
the  taxpayers  to  pay  the  private  utilities 
of  the  United  States  for  the  building  of 
so-called  power  development  facilities, 
and  to  have  the  consumers  pay  far  in 
excess  of  what  the  cost  of  such  projects 
should  be. 

The  time  has  come  to  call  a  halt  to 
the  holding  up  of  the  taxpayers  by  reason 
of  excessive  costs  for  the  development 
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of  public  works,  which  ought  to  be  built 
and  owned  by  the  people  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance.  That  is  why  I  think  the  bill  is 
so  much  against  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  and  I  understand  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  public  works  program  in 
connection  with  natural  resources.  The 
argument  is  made  that  Congress  will  not 
appropriate  funds.  I  have  always  said, 
“Come  to  Congress  and  ask  for  the  funds. 
Then,  if  Congress  declines  to  appropriate 
funds,  that  is  another  story.” 

In  the  case  of  the  power  program,  I 
may  say  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
that  what  is  being  done  is  to  require  the 
people  to  go,  with  their  hats  in  their 
hands,  to  the  lower  end  of  Manhattan 
Island  and  to  pay  tribute  on  loans,  over 
a  40 -year  period,  for  a  power  develop¬ 
ment  program  which  may  provide  some 
power,  but  not  cheap  power.  Let  Sen¬ 
ators  take  their  pencils  and  compute  the 
difference  between  the  cost  of  building  a 
dam  on  a  40 -year-loan  basis  and  the  cost 
under  a  direct-appropriation  method. 

Consider  a  situation  now  under  dis¬ 
cussion  in  a  committee  of  which  I  am 
a  member.  The  United  States  is  not 
building  any  new  ships.  Do  Senators 
know  the  type  of  bill  which  is  under 
consideration?  It  contains  almost  the 
same  type  of  provision  as  is  included  in 
the  bill  now  under  consideration.  It 
guarantees  100  percent  of  all  the  money 
to  be  loaned  for  the  building  of  ships. 
Again,  we  hear  the  same  argument, 
namely,  that  the  Government  is  afraid 
to  go  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  and  to  ask  for  funds  for  ship  con¬ 
struction.  The  old  method  has  worked 
well  since  it  was  put  into  effect,  and 
there  has  not  been  one  default  by  the 
shipbuilders. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  brief  comment? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  the  Senator  from 
Washington  well  knows,  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  in  the  bill  which  has  to  do  in  any 
way  with  the  power  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Oh,  no;  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  and  I  have  said  that 
the  same  method  is  being  followed  with 
respect  to  that  policy  as  is  sought  to  be 
followed  in  the  bill  under  consideration. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  purpose  of  the  bill 
is  to  give  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  the  same  opportunity  to  make 
time  purchases  of  buildings  as  the  aver¬ 
age  American  families  in  this  land  today 
are  using  to  purchase  the  homes  in  which 
they  live. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Is  the  Senator 
from  California  speaking  on  my  time,  or 
on  his  own  time?  Or  will  the  Senator 
yield  time  back  to  me? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  yield  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 

There  are  two  traditional  ways  in 
which  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  has  occupied  property.  It  has 
bought  the  property,  which  is  the  cheap¬ 
est  way,  or  it  has  rented  it,  which  is  the 
most  expensive  way. 

This  bill,  for  the  first  time,  presents 
to  the  Government  a  third  manner  of 
occupying  property,  namely,  lease-pur¬ 
chase.  Of  course,  it  is  a  more  expensive 
method  than  outright  purchase,  but  it  is 


less  expensive  than  50 -year  rentals,  and 
at  the  end  of  50  years,  the  Government 
has  nothing  at  all. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  from 
California  knows  that  the  percentage  of 
rentals  is  very  small.  Most  instances  of 
rentals  have  occurred  w'hen  building 
programs  could  not  be  conducted  be¬ 
cause  of  a  shortage  of  building  materials, 
or  because  of  an  emergency,  or  because 
a  building  was  to  be  occupied  by  an 
agency  of  the  Government  which  had 
been  created  for  a  special  purpose.  But 
I  am  not  speaking  about  special  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Government. 

If  the  Government  contemplates  build¬ 
ing  a  post  office  to  cost  $100,000,  and  it 
appropriates  the  money  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  the  Government  will  receive 
$100,000  worth  of  building.  Under  the 
bill,  the  Government  will  receive  $50,000 
worth  of  building,  while  having  paid 
$200,000  for  the  building  over  a  period 
of  25  years.  I  cannot  understand  why 
the  Government  should  have  to  pay  the 
excessive  cost  simply  because  the  officials 
in  the  executive  departments  are  afraid 
to  come  to  Congress  and  ask  for  appro¬ 
priations. 

I  cannot  assume  that  Congress  will 
stop  appropriating  money  for  needed 
Federal  buildings  under  any  circum¬ 
stances.  That  is  why  I  think  the  bill  is 
so  vicious.  That  is  why  I  have  put  into 
the  Record  the  figures  I  have  cited. 
Those  figures  are  correct;  they  have  been 
checked  time  and  again.  Under  a  bil- 
lion-dollar  program,  our  children’s  chil¬ 
dren  in  25  years  will  have  to  pay  for  an 
expenditure  which  will  be  in  excess  of 
$2  billion.  If  that  is  economy  in  govern¬ 
ment,  I  do  not  know  what  that  expres¬ 
sion  means.  The  bill  is  being  proposed 
because  officials  are  afraid  to  come  before 
Congress  and  ask  for  the  construction 
of  needed  public  buildings. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
has  expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  What  is  the  time 
situation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  has  30  minuted  remaining. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
with  the  permission  of  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Aiken 

Dirksen 

Hunt 

Anderson 

Duff 

Jackson 

Barrett 

Dworshak 

Jenner 

Beall 

Eastland 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Bennett 

Ellender 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Bricker 

Ferguson 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Bridges 

Flanders 

Kefauver 

Burke 

Frear 

Kilgore 

Bush 

Fulbright 

Knowland 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Gillette 

Kuchel 

Byrd 

Gore 

Langer 

Capehart 

Green 

Lehman 

Carlson 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Case 

Hennings 

Malone 

Clements 

Hickenlooper 

Martin 

Cooper 

Hill 

Maybank 

Cordon 

Holland 

McCarran 

Daniel 

Humphrey 

McClellan 
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Mililkin 

Purtell 

Symington 

Morse 

Robertson 

Thye 

Mundt 

RusseU 

Upton 

Murray 

Saltonstall 

Watkins 

Neely 

Schoeppel 

Welker 

Pastore 

Smathers 

Wiley 

Payne 

Smith,  Maine 

Williams 

Potter 

Stennis 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  that  the  bill  be  recom¬ 
mitted. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  A  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  What  is  the 
amount  of  time  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty- 
four  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
speak  very  briefly  against  the  motion  to 
recommit  the  bill  made  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Washington. 

The  committee  had  long  hearings  on 
the  bill,  which  began  last  year  and  were 
concluded  this  year.  The  committee 
adopted  an  admirable  tool,  which  can 
be  used  economically  by  the  Government. 
Protections  for  the  public  were  written 
into  the  bill  both  in  the  committee  and 
during  debate  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  Senate  should 
reject  the  motion  to  recommit,  and  then 
vote  the  bill  up  or  down. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President - • 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  wish  to  state  that 
I  grade  the  motion  to  recommit  because 
I  am  opposed  to  the  entire  bill,  but  I 
made  the  fnotion  so  that  I  might  have 
time  to  make  a  statement.  However,  I 
think  it  would  be  better  legislative  pro¬ 
cedure  if  I  asked  unanimous  consent  to 
withdraw  my  motion  to  recommit,  and 
let  the  Senate  vote  on  the  final  passage 
of  the  bill,  with  the  understanding  that 
the  vote  be  taken  by  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Washington? 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the  motion 
is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  do 
I  understand  correctly  that  the  motion 
to  recommit  has  been  withdrawn? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  understands  correctly. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Have  the  yeas  and 
nays  been  ordered  on  the  final  passage 
of  the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  not  yet  been  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  time  situation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
remaining  1  hour  for  debate  on  the  bill 
itself,  the  time  to  be  evenly  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Johnson]. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 
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If  there  be  no  further  amendment,  the 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  a  third  reading 
and  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida  10  minutes 
of  the  time  of  the  proponents. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Welker  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  from 
Florida  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to 
the  arguments  which  have  been  advanced 
ably  by  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magntj- 
son],  in  support  of  his  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit,  which  motion  I  understand  he  has 
now  withdrawn,  but  which  arguments  are 
equally  applicable,  insofar  as  they  are 
valid,  to  the  bill  itself,  which  now  is  ready 
for  final  vote  upon  its  merits. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Washington  has 
entirely  overlooked  the  principal  objec¬ 
tive  of  the  bill,  namely,  to  substitute  a 
better  system  for  the  one  we  now  have, 
which  is  not  a  good  system,  not  a  satis¬ 
factory  system,  and  not  an  economical 
system. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  received  certain 
figures  from  the  Post  Office  Department 
alone,  and  they  indicate  the  enormous 
rent  structure  we  have  in  that  Depart¬ 
ment  at  this  time.  Most  of  the  rentals 
are  paid  upon  buildings  that  were  not 
designed  to  render  post-office  service. 
Many  of  the  rentals  are  paid  upon  build¬ 
ings  on  which  the  Government  cannot 
secure  longtime  leases,  and  on  which 
the  rentals  are  out  of  proportion  to  any 
values  that  are  obtained  under  the  leases. 

From  the  figures  which  I  have  received 
today  from  the  Post  Office  Department,  it 
appears  that  6,809  post-office  buildings, 
consisting  of  either  stations,’  branches, 
or  terminals,  are  now  used  by  the  Post 
Office  Department  alone,  under  rental 
arrangements.  I  repeat  that  the  total 
number  is  6,809. 

In  addition,  147  garages  are  so  used 
under  leases  by  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment.  Twenty  airmail  terminals  are  so 
used  by  the  Post  Office  Department. 
There  are  51  post-office  transportation 
buildings,  and  there  are  9  truck  termi¬ 
nals — or  a  total  of  7,036  buildings,  usedT 
by  the  Post  Office  Department  alone 
under  leasehold  arrangements. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  knows  a  great  deal  about  the 
bill,  and  I  should  like  to  direct  his  atten¬ 
tion  in  a  somewhat  different  direction. 
I  believe  that  theoretically  he  is  quite 
correct  in  the  position  he  takes  regard¬ 
ing  the  bill;  and  let  me  say  that  I  had 
intended  to  vote  for  the  bill.  However, 
at  this  time  I  am  a  little  in  doubt  about 
it. 

The  question  that  bothers  me  is  as  to 
the  safeguards  against  abuse  under  the 
bill — in  short,  against  the  sort  of  dif¬ 
ficulty  that  has  developed  under  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration. 

If  I  could  be  fairly  sure  that  advantage 
would  not  be  taken  of  the  Government 


in  connection  with  the  leases  which  are 
to  extend  over  a  long  period,  and  if  I 
could  be  fairly  sure  that  the  bill  provides 
adequate  safeguards  from  the  point  of 
view  of  preventing  improper  leases,  I 
would  be  glad  to  vote  for  the  bill,  and 
would  do  so  with  a  clear  mind.  That  is 
the  point  that  disturbs  me  in  connection 
with  the  bill  and  the  amendments. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  that 
not  only  did  the  committee  place  in  the 
bill  all  the  safeguards  it  could  work  out — 
and  there  are  a  great  many  of  them,  and 
they  have  already  been  stated  during  the 
debate — but  the  Senate  itself  has  in¬ 
creased  those  safeguards  since  the  bill 
has  been  under  debate,  by  requiring  that 
all  projects  be  submitted  to  the  specified 
Senate  committees  for  approval,  and  by 
adding  other  provisions,  such  as  the  one 
bringing  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  into 
the  group  of  agencies  which  must  ap¬ 
prove  the  projects.  The  result  is  that, 
in  fact,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  be 
the  last  executive  agency  to  approve  a 
proposed  project  and  to  certify  it  to  the 
specified  Senate  committees,  for  their 
approval. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Let  me  ask  the 
Senator  from  Florida  another  question: 
Will  the  last-mentioned  provision  apply 
to  individual  projects,  or  will  it  apply  to 
an  overall  amount  annually? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No,  it  applies  to  in¬ 
dividual  projects. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  applies  to  in¬ 
dividual  projects? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  They  will  have  to 
be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Bud¬ 
get,  will  they? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct. 

I  may  say  that  personally  I  did  not 
agree  with  all  of  the  amendments,  in 
that  I  think  they  go  much  too  far.  I 
think  the  larger  projects  should  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  specified  Senate  commit¬ 
tees  for  their  approval;  but  I  think  the 
Senate  in  its  zeal  to  provide  adequate 
safeguards  has  gone  further  than  neces¬ 
sary  and  further  than  will  prove  to  be 
advantageous,  because  I  believe  it  will 
be  very  burdensome  to  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittees  concerned  to  have  to  pass  on  all 
the  minor  items,  under  the  certifica¬ 
tion  required  of  the  executive  agencies 
as  to  what  objectives  must  be  fulfilled 
before  a  project  can  be  undertaken,  plus 
the  careful  auditing  provided  for,  plus 
the  entering  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
into  the  matter,  as  the  last  stage  of  ex¬ 
ecutive  approval,  plus  the  further  pro¬ 
vision  that  the  Post  Office  Department 
cannot  use  any  amounts  other  than 
those  directly  appropriated  from  year 
to  year,  for  its  rental  account,  unless 
Congress  sees  fit  to  provide  it  with  an 
additional  specific  amount.  It  seems  to 
me  that  those  provisions  constitute  every 
reasonable  safeguard,  and  make  it  un¬ 
necessary  to  go  so  far  as  to  require  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  approval  in  all  cases. 

However,  I  wish  to  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Arkansas  that 
during  the  time  I  have  served  on  the 
Public  Works  Committee — I  have  served 
on  it  now  for  approximately  7  years, 
I  believe — I  do  not  recall  any  measure 
reported  by  the  committee,  calling  for 
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the  investment  of  Federal  Government 
funds,  in  which  so  many  and  so  varied 
safeguards  have  been  provided,  as  have 
been  provided  in  connection  with  the 
pending  bill.  So  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  may  completely  dismiss 
that  doubt  from  his  mind. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me’ 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Florida  agree  with  me — and  I  in¬ 
vite  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Ftjlbrxght]  to  this  ques¬ 
tion— that  even  assuming  that  the  bill 
contains  all  the  safeguards  that  are  nec¬ 
essary,  so  that  the  Government  will  get 
what  the  bill  provides  for,  it  will  cost 
the  taxpayers  almost  twice  as  much  as 
the  cost  would  be  under  the  direct  ap¬ 
propriation  method? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  think  the  method 
provided  by  the  bill  will  cost  the  tax¬ 
payers  more  than  if  direct  appropria¬ 
tions  were  involved;  but  I  do  not  think 
the  bill  will  cost  the  taxpayers  as  much 
as  the  cost  under  the  present  very  waste¬ 
ful  system,  under  which,  after  long  pe¬ 
riods  of  years,  the  taxpayers  find  that 
large  sums  of  their  money  have  been 
paid  as  rentals,  without  acquiring  any 
equities  whatever,  and  after  having  had 
to  use  unsatisfactory  buildings  through¬ 
out  that  period  of  time  in  many  cases. 

In  my  own  State  alone,  which  has 
grown  rapidly  in  recent  years,  there  are 
perhaps  100  communities  large  enough 
at  this  time  to  require  a  substantial 
building  to  serve  for  post-office  purposes; 
but  those  communities  do  not  have  such 
buildings,  and  in  many  of  them  the  Post 
Office  Department  is  operating  out  of 
decidedly  inadequate  buildings;  and  un¬ 
der  existing  law  adequate  buildings  can¬ 
not  be  provided  for. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  better  buildings 
are  needed,  why  is  not  money  for  them 
appropriated  ? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  reply,  let  me  say 
that  I  have  served  on  the  same  commit¬ 
tee  and  in  the  same  field  under  both 
Democratic  and  Republican  administra¬ 
tions.  The  last  time  we  tried  to  do 
something  in  this  field,  Congress  appro¬ 
priated  $40  million  to  acquire  a  backlog 
of  sites  and  plans.  Under  that  arrange¬ 
ment,  we  now  have  340  post-office  sites 
and  plans,  and  we  are  thoroughly  sold 
on  the  fact  that  whenever  we  can  afford 
to  build  the  old-type  post-office  buildings 
in  the  county-seat  towns  or  towns  of 
that  size,  we  should  do  so;  but  at  the 
same  time  we  do  not  wish  to  withhold 
from  the  other  thousands  of  communi¬ 
ties  or  thousands  of  needs  the  modern, 
office-type  buildings  that  we  think  will 
be  provided  under  the  system  called  for 
by  the  pending  bill.  So  in  that  connec¬ 
tion  we  have  subtracted  the  340  from  the 
entire  number  in  the  field  that  will  be 
supplied  by  means  of  the  pending  bill, 
and  there  remain  approximately  6,500, 
plus  the  smaller  groups,  such  as  garages 
and  airmail  terminals  and  transporta¬ 
tion  buildings  and  truck  terminals  which, 
as  to  the  Post  Office  Department  alone, 
afford  such  a  tremendous  backlog  that 
I  do  not  think  we  could  reach  it  in 
decades. 
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In  addition,  let  me  say  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington,  that  the  need  in  this  field  is  not 
confined  to  the  post-office  system.  Sim¬ 
ilarly,  in  the  field  of  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  in  connection  with 
the  general  housekeeping  activities  of 
the  Government,  we  find  that  in  the  city 
of  Washington  alone,  during  our  discus¬ 
sion  some  years  ago  of  the  so-called  dis¬ 
persal  bill,  at  that  time  there  were  being 
housed,  in  buildings  then  used  for  office 
purposes,  over  100,000  Government  em¬ 
ployees,  although  the  structures  in  which 
they  were  working  were  actually  de¬ 
signed,  in  some  cases,  as  apartments  or 
buildings  of  some  other  type,  and  were 
not  at  all  adequate  for  the  type  of  use 
to  which  the  Government  was  putting 
them.  But  at  that  time  we  were  advised, 
and  we  have  been  advised  time  after 
time  by  Mr.  Reynolds,  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Buildings— a  very  able  and  very 
conscientious  Government  official,  and  a 
very  fine  engineer — that  we  have  been 
having  to  pay  out  large  amounts  of  pub¬ 
lic  funds  without  getting  adequate  re¬ 
sults  and  without  acquiring  any  equi¬ 
ties,  because  he  did  not  have  authority 
to  make  long-term  leases,  much  less  to 
make  lease-purchase  arrangements. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  have  been  ad¬ 
vised  by  a  source  as  reputable  as  the  one 
I  have  mentioned — and  the  other  day  I 
mentioned  that  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  under  the  last  two  administra¬ 
tions,  has  given  us  the  same  informa-  j 
tion  and  advice — it  seems  to  me  clear  [ 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Congress  to  de-  ; 
vise  a  more  modern  and  effective  method 
of  approach,  and  a  less  political  method 
of  approach. 

Senators  will  recall  that  when  the 
program  which  I  mentioned  a  while  ago, 
under  which  we  appropriated  $40  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  acquisition  of  sites  and 
plans,  was  before  the  Congress,  after  the 
Senate  had  passed  the  bill  and  it  went 
to  the  House,  the  House  inserted  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  one  post  office  site  should  be 
supplied  in  each  congressional  district 
in  the  Nation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  more  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  result  was  to 
spread  out  the  sites  in  such  a  way  that 
in  many  districts  where  no  acute  need 
for  a  site  existed,  sites  were  made  avail¬ 
able,  and  in  many  areas  where  there  had 
been  rapid  growth  and  the  needs  were 
acute,  they  could  not  be  met. 

This  method  would  allow  the  executive 
agencies,  always  under  the  close  super¬ 
vision  of  Congress,  and  always  with  the 
requirement  of  approval  by  congres¬ 
sional  committees,  the  Budget  Bureau, 
and  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
which  has  overall  accounting  and  audit¬ 
ing  powers,  to  select  places  where  the 
need  for  public  service  is  most  acute, 
and  to  see  that  such  service  is  rendered. 

Mr.  KEFAUYER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  ask  the  Senator 
to  what  agencies  the  bill,  as  amended. 


would  apply.  As  I  understand,  it  would 
apply  to  the  Post  Office  Department  and 
the  General  Services  Administration. 
Might  it  apply  to  the  Armed  Forces? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No.  It  would  not 
apply  to  the  Armed  Forces.  It  would  not 
apply  to  any  agencies  except  the  two 
which  the  Senator  has  just  mentioned, 
namely,  the  Post  Office  Department  and 
the  General  Services  Administration. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  invite  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  to  the  language  at 
the  top  of  page  8.  I  read  the  sentence 
beginning  on  page  7,  in  line  23: 


It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 
the  program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this 
title  shall  constitute  a  substitute  for  or  a 


replacement  of  any  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  by  the  United  States  of  such  struc¬ 
tures  as  may  be  required  from  time  to  time 
by  the  postal  service.  A 

r"T  ask  the  Senator  whether  the  Post¬ 
master  General  would  still  be  allowed  to 
use  his  discretion  as  to  which  method 
should  be  pursued  by  the  Government — 
either  to  erect  the  building  itself,  or  to 
;  enter  into  an  agreement  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Congress  must  sup¬ 
ply  the  funds  if  the  Government  itself 
constructs  the  building.  However,  we 
have  saved  the  340  sites  referred  to  for 
just  that  type  of  project.  In  other  areas, 
where  there  is  particular  need,  the  Con- 
j  gress  always  has  the  authority  to  act, 
and  it  does  not  seek  to  substitute  this 
method  for  any  general  post-office-build¬ 
ing  program. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  method  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  bill  would  not  be  exclusive. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  Not  only  would  it  not  be  exclusive, 
but  it  is  stated  in  the  resport  to  be  in 
the  nature  of  an  emergency  measure, 
so  that  the  various  agencies  can  supply 
the  very  grave  needs  at  the  places  where 
the  needs  are  most  urgent,  and  where 
such  needs  are  not  now  being  met. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  has 
referred  to  the  pending  bill  as  an  emer¬ 
gency  measure  or  an  emergency  program, 
under  which  employment  would  be  pro¬ 
vided  in  communities  where  buildings 
were  needed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  may  have  used  the  word  “emer¬ 
gency”  in  a  misleading  way.  I  did  not 
mean  that  this  measure  was  of  an  emer¬ 
gency  nature  comparable  with  the  emer¬ 
gency  of  war.  I  was  speaking  of  it  from 
the  standpoint  of  meeting  the  most  acute 
needs  for  public  buildings,  whether  it  be 
in  the  post-office  field  or  in  the  field  of 
general  office  accommodations,  in  the 
communities  where  the  most  acute  needs 
•exist. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Does  the  Senator 
feel  that  one  result  of  the  enactment  of 
the  proposed  legislation  would  be  that  it 
would  have  some  effect  and  influence 
upon  rental  contracts  in  cases  in  which 
the  Government  might  choose  to  rent? 
In  places  where  the  Government  main¬ 
tains  permanent  offices,  and  requires 
space  in  particular  localities,  would  the 
very  fact  that  the  Government  could 
make  such  contracts  and  have  buildings 
constructed  for  it  be  likely  to  have  a 
little  influence  in  the  negotiation  of 
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rental  contracts  in  cases  in  which  the 
Government  might  choose  to  rent? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  appreciate  that  sug¬ 
gestion  of  the  distinguished  Senator.  I 
think  it  is  a  very  correct  one.  The  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  pending  legislation  would 
mean  that  in  a  place  where  acute  need 
might  exist,  the  Government  would  have 
some  choice  as  to  what  it  would  do — • 
which  course  it  might  prefer  to  follow. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  In  other  words, 
there  is  an  element  of  competition, 
which  might  operate  as  an  inducement. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor- 

TGCt 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  5  minutes  allotted  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  have  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  more  time  is  available? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  has  15  minutes. 

Mi\  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  '  I  believe  the  bill 
is  good  in  theory.  I  believe  that  in 
practice  it  could  be  made  to  serve  a  real 
need,  and  that  it  would  be  advanta¬ 
geous  to  the  Government.  I  am  trying 
to  find  full  justification  for  supporting 
the  bill.  However,  I  w’ish  to  have  it 
clearly  understood  that  I  do  so  because 
of  the  amendments  which  eliminated 
$20,000  minimum — or  maximum — as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee.  I  feel  that 
every  contract  made  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill  should  require  super¬ 
vision  by  the  Congress.  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  delegate  authority,  but  that 
such  projects  should  be  referred  to  the 
Congress  for  approval. 

The  other  day  I  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment,  which  was  adopted,  with  respect 
to  the  language  on  page  11.  At  that 
time  I  thought  that  provisions  of  the 
bill  applied  to  all  construction  and  all 
contracts  authorized  by  this  measure.  I 
was  compelled  to  leave  the  city  the  fol¬ 
lowing  day,  and  was  not  present.  I  note 
that  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  offered  a 
similar  amendment  to  the  language  on 
page  4.  Therefore,  the  bill  is  now  uni¬ 
form  with  respect  to  both  kinds  of  con¬ 
tracts,  or  both  area$  of  construction. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  2 
additional  minutes  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  has  expired. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  that  if  those  provisions  are 
removed  in  conference,  I  shall  vote 
against  the  conference  report.' 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  on  our  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tire 
Senator  from  California  has  13  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  myself  5  min¬ 
utes. 

I  fear  I  shall  be  repeating  the  funda¬ 
mental  reason  which  prompted  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee,  on  Public  Works  to  rec¬ 
ommend  the  bill  to  the  Senate  several 
weeks  ago.  That  reason  is  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  would  give  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  an  alternative  method 
of  occupying  space.  As  Senators  know, 
today  the  Government  can  either  make 
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an  outright  purchase — preceded,  of 
course,  by  a  congressional  appropria¬ 
tion — on  the  one  hand,  or  enter  into  a 
lease  for  a  term  of  years,  on  the  other. 
Obviously  the  outright  purchase  method 
is  the  better  method  to  pursue. 

However,  we  have  had  no  public  con¬ 
struction  program  for  a  decade  and  a 
half.  As  was  suggested  earlier,  the  fiscal 
policy  being  what  it  is,  and  the  public 
debt  being  what  it  is,  it  does  not  appear 
likely  that  the  Congress  will  be  in  the 
mood  to  begin  a  program  of  public  con¬ 
struction  in  the  next  several  years.  I 
wish  to  point  out  that  the  new  right  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  granted  by  the  bill  to  enter 
into  lease-purchase  contracts  can  be 
used  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  first, 
when  there  is  no  public  space  available, 
second,  for  permanent  governmental 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government, 
and,  third,  when  it  is  in  the  best  inter¬ 
est  of  the  United  States  to  exercise  such 
right. 

It  has  been  suggested  from  time  to  time 
that  the  new  lease-purchase  responsibil¬ 
ity  is  a  tremendous  one.  The  committee 
agreed  with  that  point  of  view.  There¬ 
fore  the  committee  provided  a  series  of 
checks  and  balances  against  the  wrong¬ 
ful  or  improper  use  of  this  new  author¬ 
ity. 

First  of  all — and  in  this  discussion  I 
use  what  the  Senate  added  to  the  bill 
by  way  of  amendment — the  Bureau  of 
Budget  must  approve  requests  for  lease- 
purchase  contracts  upon  the  part  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  or  the 
Post  Office  Department. 

Thereafter  the  bill  goes  on  to  provide 
that  the  recommendations  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  come  to  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  and 
Senate.  That  is  not  all.  After  an 
agreement  is  reached  there,  the  Senate, 
by  amendment,  also  provides  that  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  of  both 
Houses  must  specifically  approve  the 
contracts  which  the  two  agencies  have 
entered  into. 

In  that  connection,  the  Senate  has 
written  in  a  flat  provision  prohibiting 
more  than  $4  million  to  be  expended 
under  the  lease-purchase  terms  prior  to 
July  1,  1955.  Thereafter  it  specifically 
provides  that  the  Committees  on  Appro¬ 
priations  shall  annually  appi'ove  the  nec¬ 
essary  appropriations. 

The  pending  bill  has  been  thoroughly 
discussed.  I  believe  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  has  presented  it  in  a  fash¬ 
ion  in  which  the  Senate  can  whole¬ 
heartedly  approve  it.  The  amendments 
sponsored  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  ,  based  upon  his 
own  experience,  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  and  by 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon],  and  adopted  by  the  Senate, 
have  added  the  type  of  checks  and  bal¬ 
ances  the  bill  needs. 

On  that  basis  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
vote  to  enact  it  into  law. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  as 
acting  minority  leader,  I  yield  myself  10 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Welker  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  Washington  yields  himself  10 
minutes. 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  like 
the  Senator  from  California,  I  do  not 
wish  to  be  repetitious. 

In  connection  with  this  bill  I  have 
heard  the  most  amazing  argument  I 
have  ever  listened  to.  The  argument  is 
to  the  effect  that  the  public  debt  being 
what  it  is,  governmental  expenditures 
being  what  they  are,  and  the  budget  be¬ 
ing  out  of  balance.  Congress  will  not  be 
in  a  mood  to  appropriate  money.  At  the 
same  time  we  are  confronted  with  a  bill 
which,  if  enacted  into  law,  will  cost  the 
American  people  twice  as  much  as  would 
be  the  case  under  the  present  appropria¬ 
tion  method. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  have  only  10 
minutes,  but  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  terms  of  the  bill,  the 
rental  moneys  may  be  used  for  lease- 
purchase  contracts? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  another 
amazing  argument.  Certainly  we  have 
had  to  rent  some  buildings,  but  they 
have  been  rented  at  smaller  places.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland] 
read  off  a  long  list  of  such  places.  Those 
are  towns  where  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  not  build  a  post  office  in  the 
first  place,  because  the  post  offices  are 
branch  offices,  usually  in  country  stores. 
That  is  where  we  have  had  to  pay  rent¬ 
als.  The  other  instances  were  emer¬ 
gencies. 

The  rentals  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  talking  about  are  rentals  the 
Government  has  had  to  pay  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  its  growth  in  wartime.  Be¬ 
cause  of  that  fact  it  does  not  follow 
that  we  should  contract  for  a  building 
which  will  cost  the  American  people 
twice  as  much  as  it  would  otherwise 
cost. 

The  Senator  discussed  the  public  debt. 
Yet  he  would  pile  onto  it  twice  the 
normal  cost  of  construction  over  a  25- 
year  period.  I  cannot  understand  that 
argument. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  cannot  afford  to  erect  a  public 
building,  it  should  come  to  Congress,  and 
we  will  see  about  it. 

The  proposed  method  would  not  only 
resultrin  doubling  t'he  cost  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers,  but  much  of  the  money 
would  go  to  the  moneylenders.  About 
10  percent  would  be  added  to  the  cost 
on  each  one  of  the  contracts  made  under 
the  proposed  legislation. 

Another  amazing  argument  which  is 
being  advanced  in  connection  with  the 
pending  bill  is  that  Congress  probably 
would  appropriate  money  to  construct  a 
post  office  in  each  of  the  congressional 
districts.  Mr.  President,  I  will  eat  my 
hat  if  under  the  proposed  program  there 
will  not  be  more  than  one  post  office  built 
in  each  congressional  district,  and  at  a 
much  higher  cost. 

Furthermore,  I  know  when  the  con¬ 
tracts  will  be  let  under  the  proposed 
method.  They  will  be  let  just  as  soon  as 
Congress  passes  the  bill.  That  is  when 
the  "boys”  will  be  out  campaigning  and 
saying,  “Look  at  what  we  got  for  you. 
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We  got  you  this  fine  new  post  office 
building.”  VThey  will  not  tell  the  people 
what  it  cost.  They  will  say,  "We  could 
not  get  it  by  appropriations,  so  we  will 
buy  it  on  the  installment  plan.” 

Mr.  President,  whenever  the  Federal 
Government  has  to  stoop  to  buy  any¬ 
thing  on  the  installment  plan  there  is 
something  radically  wrong  with  the  fiscal 
structure  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  KUCHEL  and  Mr.  HOLLAND  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  yield;  if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  have  only  10 
minutes.  I  shall  not  yield  at  this  time. 
I  know  some  safeguards  have  been  placed 
in  the  bill.  Even  with  those  safeguards 
in  the  bill,  in  letting  contracts  it  will 
cost  the  Federal  Government  twice  as 
much  as  before. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  question? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No;  I  cannot  yield 
at  this  time.  I  shall  yield  in  a  minute. 
Even  with  the  safeguards  in  the  bill,  it 
has  been  pointed  out  that  some  of  the 
contracts  would  have  to  be  looked  into. 
There  is  a  provision  in  the  bill  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The 
Bureau  of  the  ‘Budget  will  be  ap¬ 
proached  with  the  plea,  "We  need  a  new 
post  office  building.”  Perhaps  it  will  be 
in  California  or  in  Seattle.  It  will  be 
said  that  the  community  needs  a  large 
building.  It  will  be  a  Federal  building. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  approve 
one  method  or  the  other.  Mr.  President, 
who  is  "kidding”  anyone?  We  know 
what  method  will  be  approved.  These 
figures  look  good,  and  the  installment 
plan  will  be  used,  even  though  it  will 
cost  the  American  people  double. 

I  know  a  little  about  the  House,  too. 
It  will  not  be  possible  to  bring  back  to 
the  Senate  a  conference  report  which 
will  contain  all  the  present  provisions 
of  this  bill. 

A  great  many  amendments  have  been 
accepted,  because  there  was  opposition 
to  the  whole  bill.  That  is  all  very  well 
and  good.  We  should  express  our  opin¬ 
ion.  But  let  us  be  practical.  I  say  this 
is  the  end  of  the  appropriation  method 
with  respect  to  public  buildings,  because 
no  official  of  an  executive  department 
will  say,  “We  are  going  to  ask  for  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  construction  of  build¬ 
ings,  and  thus  show  a  larger  budget,  if 
we  can  buy  the  buildings  on  the  install¬ 
ment  plan.” 

Mr.  President,  whether  it  be  a  refrig¬ 
erator  or  an  electric  iron  or  a  public 
building,  it  costs  almost  twice  as  much 
to  buy  on  the  installment  plan. 

My  figures  are  correct.  No  one  has 
disputed  the  figures  I  have  submitted  to 
the  Senate  with  respect  to  a  $900  million 
program.  I  defy  anyone  to  dispute  the 
interest  figures  and  tax  charges,  and 
the  fact  that  frills  will  be  added,  because 
each  contractor  will  come  forward  with 
his  own  design.  I  know  how  tough  Fed¬ 
eral  building  inspectors  are.  There  are 
very  few  frills  in  any  Federal  buildings 
today.  I  know  something  about  that 
subject.  Therefore,  I  cannot  understand 
the  argument  at  all  when  it  is  said,  "We 
are  in  debt,  but  let  us  nevertheless  pay 
twice  as  much  for  something  we  need.” 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Not  at  this  point. 
That  is  what  it  amounts  to.  Because  of 
the  budget  situation,  no  executive  officer 
has  had  the  courage  to  come  to  Congress 
and  ask  for  a  needed  Federal  building. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  _ „ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Washington  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  California? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  the  floor.  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
member  of  the  Public  Works  Committee, 
and  as  1  of  3  members  of  the  committee 
on  record  against  the  bill — I  understand 
that  the  4th  member  of  the  committee  is 
somewhat  disturbed  about  his  vote  in 
favor  of  the  bill — I  wish  to  congratulate 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Mag¬ 
nuson]  for  the  able  argument  he  has 
made  today. 

Figuratively  and  good  naturedly  I 
must  say  that  he  had  driven  a  team  of 
horses  hitched  to  a  hayrack  straight 
through  the  bill.  He  has  shown  the  big 
hole  in  the  bill,  namely,  the  excessive 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  which  the  bill 
makes  possible. 

I  do  not  believe  that  Uncle  Sam  is 
broke.  I  do  not  believe  that  Uncle  Sam 
needs  to  resort  to  installment  buying.  I 
recognize  that  there  is  a  place  in  our 
economy  for  installment  buying,  for  in¬ 
stance,  the  purchase  of  a  new  home, 
when  the  wage-earner  does  not  have  the 
necessary  ready  cash  to  provide  his 
family  with  the  necessities  of  life  and, 
therefore,  he  resorts  to  installment  buy¬ 
ing.  As  the  Senator  from  Washington 
has  pointed  out,  in  the  long  run,  install¬ 
ment  buying  will  cost  the  wage  earner’s 
family  an  excessive  charge.  We  should 
not  put  all  the  American  taxpayers  on  an 
installment-buying  plan.  Congress  has 
a  responsibility  to  appropriate  money  for 
public  buildings  when  they  are  needed, 
and,  therefore,  we  have  no  right  to  adopt 
this  form  of  subsidizing  the  builders  of 
America.  I  think  we  can  take  care  of 
the  construction  industry  in  this  coun¬ 
try  by  direct  appropriations  for  public 
buildings  which  are  needed. 

Mi’.  President,  in  addition  to  excessive 
cost,  there  are  two  other  points  I  wish 
to  emphasize,  and  then  I  shall  be 
through. 

The  next  point  I  desire  to  stress  is  that 
we  are  already  leasing  too  much  prop¬ 
erty.  We  need  to  give  very  careful  scru¬ 
tiny  to  some  of  the  rentals  we  are  now 
paying  and  to  ascertain  whether  we  need 
to  rent  as  many  buildings  as  we  are 
already  renting. 

When  I  served  on  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  we  went  into  the  question  at 
various  times  and  found  great  savings 
could  be  made  by  reducing  the  number 
of  buildings  which  were  being  rented.  I 
think  the  rental  racket  has  produced  a 
very  bad  situation.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  did  well  to  point  out  that  the 
rentals  we  are  now  paying  involve,  in 
many  small  towns,  very  small  quarters, 
which  the  Government  should  continue 


to  rent.  We  should  never  build  a  post 
office,  for  example,  in  a  small  town,  be¬ 
cause  all  it  needs  is  a  branch  post  office, 
when  there  is  a  large  post  office  a  few 
miles  away.  There  would  be  no  saving 
over  the  years  by  building  an  expensive 
building  in  such  a  town. 

The  next  argument  I  wish  to  make  I 
do  not  expect  will  please  many  persons, 
but  we  should  consider  the  practical  poli¬ 
tics  involved  in  this  bill.  The  Senator 
from  Washington  hinted  at  it,  and  I  de¬ 
sire  to  state  what  I  think  is  the  problem. 

I  believe  we  should  watch  proposed 
legislation  such  as  this  for  hidden  cam¬ 
paign  funds  in  various  sections  of  the 
country  where  the  political  race  is  going 
to  be  close.  The  proposed  legislation 
offers  an  opportunity  for  one  of  the  finest 
political  grab  bags  I  have  even  seen  in 
the  form  of  legislation,  because,  with 
party  X  in  control — and  this  is  true, 
no  matter  whether  it  is  this  year  or  10 
years  from  now — with  a  majority  in  the 
Congress  and  a  majority  on  the  commit¬ 
tees  involved,  the  party  puts  itself  into 
a  nice  position,  by  the  enactment  of  such 
legislation  at  this,  particularly  in  the 
close  districts.  We  will  be  surprised  how 
public  buildings  will  sprout  just  a  short 
time  before  the  elections  in  areas  where 
the  elections  are  going  to  be  close.  We 
shall-be  building  many  buildings  on  the 
installment  plan  as  campaign  assists  to 
the  party  in  control.  I  shall  not  vote 
for  a  bill  which,  in  my  judgment,  may 
be  used  in  that  way  for  political  cam¬ 
paign  purposes.  The  responsibility  of 
the  Congress  is  to  vote  direct  appropria¬ 
tions  for  public  buildings  when  they  are 
needed. 

I  believe  we  need  to  take  a  look  at 
some  of  the  rentals  we  are  already  pay¬ 
ing  and  see  if  we  cannot  cut  them  down. 
But,  so  long  as  installment-plan  buying 
is  going  to  cost  the  American  taxpayers 
excessive  amounts,  in  my  judgment,  we 
should  not  adopt  it  as  a  national  policy 
and  apply  it  to  Uncle  Sam.  I  think 
Uncle  Sam  ought  to  pay  him  own  way 
on  the  basis  of  putting  on  the  line  the 
cash  necessary  for  a  public  building, 
and  the  taxpayers  should  not  be  charged 
an  excessive  cost  by  way  of  increased 
taxes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
expired. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  John¬ 
son]  has  17  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I 
may  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum 
without  the  time  being  charged  to  either 
side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names : 


Aiken 

Anderson 

Barrett 

Beall 

Bennett 

Bricker 

Bridges 

Burke 


Bush 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Byrd 

Capehart 

Carlson 

Case 

Clements 

Cooper 


Cordon 

Daniel 

Dlrksen 

Duff 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ellender 

Ferguson 


Flanders 

Kefauver 

Payne 

Frear 

Kilgore 

Potter 

Fulbright 

Knowland 

Purtell 

Gillette 

Kuchel 

Robertson 

Gore 

Langer 

Russell 

Green 

Lehman 

SaltonstaU 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Schoeppel 

Hennings 

Malone 

Smathers 

Hlckenlooper 

Martin 

Smith,  Maine 

Hill 

Maybank 

Stennis 

Holland 

McCarran 

Symington 

Humphrey 

McClellan 

Thye 

Hunt 

Millikin 

Upton 

Jackson 

Morse 

Watkins 

Jenner 

Mundt 

Welker 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Murray 

Wiley 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Neely 

Williams 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Pastore 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
already  expressed  myself  on  the  bill.  I 
have  made  it  clear  that  while  I  favored 
certain  amendments,  which  have  been 
agreed  to,  I  do  not  think  the  safeguards 
are  sufficient,  and  I  am  very  much  op¬ 
posed  to  the  enactment  of  the  proposed 
legislation. 

The  express  purposes  of  the  so-called 
lease -purchase  bill  are  to  grant  wider 
administrative  authority  in  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  post  offices  and  general-use  space 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  to  take  from  Congress  the 
control  of  the  appropriations  for  public 
buildings. 

If  the  bill  shall  be  enacted,  requests 
for  appropriations  for  public  buildings 
will  probably  never  again  come  before 
Congress,  except  as  Congress  will  be 
compelled  to  pay  whatever  amounts  are 
provided  in  the  contracts  which  will  be 
made  for  the  so-called  lease-purchase 
buildings.  Appropriations  for  post  of¬ 
fices  or  other  public  buildings  will  not, 
in  themselves,  come  before  Congress  in 
any  way,  shape,  or  form. 

Certainly  it  is  not  my  intention  in  any 
way  to  reflect  upon  my  good  friends  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Martin],  who  are  managing 
the  bill.  I  have  the  greatest  confidence 
in  and  respect  and  personal  friendship 
for  those  two  Senators.  But  the  fact 
remains  that  this  is  a  bad  bill,  whatever 
may  be  one’s  attitude  toward  its  pur¬ 
pose.  i 

The  nature  of  the  proposal  lends  itself 
to  oversimplification,  but  actually  it  is 
so  dangerous  and  so  complex  that  efforts 
to  change  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
through  hastily  considered  amendments 
canpot  be  successful.  I  have  tried  to 
draft  safeguarding  amendments,  but  I 
have  been  unable  to  make  them  to  a  sat¬ 
isfactory  extent.  For  this  reason  I  have 
concluded  to  vote  against  the  bill. 

What  has  happened  with  respect  to 
the  Federal  Housing  Administration 
should  be  a  warning  to  us  not  to  dele¬ 
gate  too  much  authority  to  the  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Government  whereby  they 
can  fix  the  lease-purchase  costs,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  under  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  been  agreed  to,  and  to  do 
other  things,  as  they  may  see  fit,  because 
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there  are  too  many  complex  and  un¬ 
known  situations  which  may  occur  in 
regard  to  the  lease-purchase  contracts. 

Mr.  President,  so  far  as  I  am  aware, 
legislation  of  this  kind  has  never  been 
enacted  by  the  Congress.  What  will  the 
enactment  of  such  legislation  mean?  It 
will  mean  that  from  every  little  village, 
every  place  where  there  is  a  post  office, 
every  place  where  there  is  a  need,  or  an 
alleged  need,  for  a  public  building,  a  rep¬ 
resentative  will  come,  first,  perhaps, 
from  the  local  chamber  of  commerce. 
Then  there  will  be  certain  citizens  who 
think  that  the  erection  of  such  a  building 
will  be  a  profitable  venture.  They  will 
put  up  the  money  to  erect  the  building, 
and  enter  into  a  lease-purchase  contract 
with  the  agency  of  the  Government  in¬ 
volved. 

What  standards  will  prevail?  Certain 
standards  were  written  into  the  bill,  but 
when  an  attempt  was  made  to  write  into 
the  bill  an  interest  rate,  Members  of  the 
Senate  were  told  that  it  was  not  prac¬ 
ticable.  There  is  no  provision  in  the  bill 
regarding  an  interest  rate.  In  one  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  there  could  be  in 
effect  a  5  percent  interest  rate,  while  in 
another  section  of  the  country  there 
could  be  in  effect  a  10  percent  interest 
rate.  It  is  impossible  to  have  standards 
which  will  properly  safeguard  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  that  connection. 

If  the  bill  shall  be  enacted,  there  will 
be  great  demand  from  every  nook  and 
corner  of  the  country  to  erect  public 
buildings.  Not  a  single  appropriation 
for  such  buildings  would  be  voted  upon 
directly  by  the  Congress.  I  think  the 
sponsors  of  the  bill  will  agree  with  that 
statement.  In  other  words,  the  authori¬ 
zation  would  permit  contracts  to  be  made 
which  would  be  half  lease  and  half  pur¬ 
chase — all  mixed  up  together — and  local 
taxes  would  have  to  be  paid.  No  stand¬ 
ard  for  figuring  depreciation  of  the  build¬ 
ing  has  been  established.  At  the  end 
of  25  years,  or  whatever  time  may  be 
fixed,  the  Government  will  then  own 
some  buildings,  and  will  have  paid  very 
dearly  for  them;  but  the  Government 
will  then  own  antiquated  buildings. 
They  will  not  be  up-to-date  buildings 
after  25  years.  They  will  be  old  build¬ 
ings. 

If  the  bill  should  be  passed,  I  would 
not  be  at  all  surprised  to  find  the  same 
conditions  confronting  the  country  as 
now  confront  it  with  respect  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Housing  Administration,  because 
many  of  the  same  conditions  are  in¬ 
volved. 

In  the  first  place,  as  I  have  stated,  the 
bill  would  involve  the  construction  of 
post  offices,  office  space,  warehouse  and 
storage  space,  and  any  other  kind  of 
buildings  which  executive  agencies  think 
they  need  or  think  they  can  use.  The 
bill  covers  all  housing  except  for  the 
armed  services.  It  involves  tax  laws  and 
real-estate  considerations  in  every  State 
of  the  Union,  in  our  outlying  possessions, 
and  perhaps  in  foreign  countries. 

It  could  conceivably  be  the  greatest 
pork-barrel  legislation  which  has  ever 
been  known. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  has 
expired. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  5  additional  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  yields  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  is  every  reason  to 
suspect  that  under  the  bill  every  com¬ 
munity  will  bring  pressure  upon  its  Rep¬ 
resentatives  in  Congress  to  have  con¬ 
structed  a  post-office  building  or  an  office 
building  for  its  public  square.  I  do  not 
say  that  in  many  instances,  such  build¬ 
ings  should  not  be  constructed,  but  I 
think  the  passage  of  the  bill  would  cre¬ 
ate  conditions  which  the  Congress  would 
not  be  able  to  control  later,  because  con¬ 
tracts  would  be  made  by  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  all  Con¬ 
gress  would  be  able  to  do  would  be  to 
pay  the  rental  or  whatever  other  pay¬ 
ments  would  be  provided  for  under  the 
agreement. 

It  is  possible,  and  even  probable,  that 
field  offices  of  agencies  for  the  Federal 
Government  will  urge  local  builders  to 
qualify  under  the  bill  to  engage  in  a 
building  operation  with  a  guaranteed 
profit,  and  that  is  what  it  will  be,  for  up 
to  25  years.  There  would  be  no  prob¬ 
lem  in  getting  a  petition  signed  for  such 
buildings  by  nearly  every  citizen  in  the 
community.  A  Member  of  Congress 
thus  petitioned  would  be  under  pressure 
to  take  the  matter  up  with  the  Public 
Buildings  Administration  of  the  General 
Services  Administration.  There  is  no 
reason  to  expect  that  the  Public  Build¬ 
ings  Administration,  which  is  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  business,  will  be  disposed  to 
turn  down  a  Member  of  Congress  or  the 
local  people  when  pressure  is  applied  to 
provide  a  new  Federal  building,  especial¬ 
ly  because,  as  I  have  stated,  no  appro¬ 
priation  will  have  to  be  requested  by  an 
agency  of  the  Government. 

The  bill  is  essentially  a  two-standards 
bill.  On  the  one  side  it  is  lease,  on  the 
other  side  it  is  purchase.  The  lease  side 
would  enable  Federal  agencies  to  con¬ 
struct  buildings  with  a  minimum  of  re¬ 
quirements  to  justify  capital  outlay  for 
the  acquisition  of  Federal  real  estate. 
The  purchase  side  opens  the  door  to 
practices  by  builders  looking  for  new 
ways  to  qualify  for  capital- gains  tax 
treatment,  which  has  been  exploited  so 
immorally  under .  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration. 

Mr.  T.  Coleman  Andrews  testified  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  as  to  the  profits  made 
on  contracts  under  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration.  Those  who  made  the 
profits  were  so  greedy  that  they  were  not 
willing  to  pay  normal  taxes,  and  are  now 
paying  taxes  on  capital  gains  made  under 
the  operation  of  such  contracts.  The 
same  condition  would  apply  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  such  buildings  would  be  sold 
under  the  pending  legislation.  Only 
taxes  on  capital  gains  would  be  paid. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  to  try  to  write 
standards  into  this  bill,  in  view  of  the 
variety  of  possibilities  which  may  be 
considered  by  way  of  provisions  in  the 
contract,  including  varying  insurance 
rates,  varying  tax  rates,  varying  mainte¬ 
nance,  repair,  and  custodial  rates  and 
requirements.  Without  such  standards, 
such  contracts  would  be  subject  to  ex¬ 
cessive  padding  by  sharp  operators. 


There  is  no  provision  in  the  pending 
bill  setting  up  requirements  for  competi¬ 
tive  bidding  for  lease-purchase  projects. 
There  is  no  requirement  for  serviceable, 
utilitarian-type  buildings.  There  is  no 
provision  that  two  people  who  wish  to 
enter  into  such  a  contract  shall  bid  di¬ 
rectly  one  against  the  other.  The  build¬ 
ings  could  be  strictly  ornamental  or 
monumental,  with  little  practical  use. 
For  all  practical  purposes  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate  bypasses  all  the 
customary  legislative  processes. 

In  fact  I  think  the  bill  would  be  a 
builders’  bonanza,  or  could  be  made  so. 
It  also  could  be  made  a  political  pork 
barrel.  It  is  a  bureaucratic  bypass  of 
legislative  processes.  It  represents  the 
worst  of  bad  legislation  on  a  complex 
subject  which  could  easily  be  exploited 
for  nonessential  expenditures  in  an  ex¬ 
ceedingly  complex  field. 

Under  the  circumstances,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  possible  evils  under  the  bill 
can  be  justified  by  any  requirement 
for  the  bill,  and  I  am  certain  that  such 
evils  could  not  be  foreclosed  by  hastily 
considered  floor  amendments. 

For  that  reason,  I  shall  not  offer  any 
further  amendments.  I  shall  vote 
against  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  the  following 
questions:  Would  they  wish  to  have 
buildings  constructed  for  themselves 
in  the  manner  provided  for  in  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill?  Would  they  want  to  become 
involved  in  such  contracts?  Would  they 
authorize  a  contractor  to  construct  a 
building  which  would  be  rented  to  them 
at  cost,  plus  interest,  plus  profit,  for  a 
period  of  25  years,  in  order  to  attain 
ownership  at  the  end  of  that  time? 

That  is  what  would  be  authorized  by 
the  enactment  of  the  bill.  I  term  the 
bill  a  real-estate  dealer’s  darling.  If 
any  of  my  colleagues  can  find  one  real- 
estate  dealer  wh,o  is  not  in  favor  of  the 
bill,  I  will  vote  for  the  bill.  Mind  you, 
Mr.  President,  at  the  end  of  25  years  the 
building  will  either  be  too  small  or  in 
such  condition  it  will  be  of  no  further 
value.  The  United  States  Government 
by  constructing  its  own  buildings  can 
save  the  American  taxpayers  many  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars.  The  only- difference  be¬ 
tween  having  the  buildings  constructed 
by  the  Government  and  letting  contracts 
for  their  erection  would  be  that  in  the 
former  case  huge  profits  would  be  lost 
by  some  of  the  real-estate  lords. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  question  in 
my  mind  about  the  fact  that  there  is  a 
need  to  construct  post-office  buildings. 
However,  under  the  bill  the  Government 
would  pay  interest  and  taxes  over  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  25  years.  That  is  what  is  being 
proposed  by  the  bill. 

I  should  also  like  to  ask  my  colleagues 
if  they  know  that  by  the  passage  of  the 
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bill  they  will  be  throwing  away  an  op¬ 
portunity  for  the  Government  to  receive 
free  thousands  of  plots  of  ground 
throughout  the  United  States.  Many 
towns  in  the  United  States  have  already 
offered  to  give  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  sites  on  which  to  construct  post- 
office  buildings.  Will  these  towns  give 
that  property  to  real-estate  dealers,  if 
the  bill  shall  be  passed? 

I  am  calling  these  facts  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  my  colleagues  in  order  that  they 
may  vote  for  the  good  of  the  United 
States,  and  not  for  the  good  of  the  real- 
estate  dealers  of  the  United  States. 

Some  say  we  cannot  afford  to  con¬ 
struct  our  own  buildings.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  United  States  spends  billions 
of  dollars  and  gives  large  sums  of  money 
to  foreign  countries  every  year. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  has  expired. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  2  more  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  the  proponents  of  the  bill 
will  not  state  how  many  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  will  be  invested  with  the  real-estate 
dealers — billions  of  dollars  on  which  the 
taxpayers  will  have  to  pay  4  percent  or 
5  percent  interest  for  the  next  25  years. 

I  will  not  vote  for  the  bill,  because  I 
do  not  believe  it  represents  good  busi¬ 
ness  practices.  I  cannot  understand  how 
any  Member  of  the  Senate  can  vote  for 
the  bill,  after  he  has  carefully  studied 
all  the  facts  pertaining  to  it.  Certainly 
I  cannot  vote  for  it. 

If  the  bill  is  enacted,  we  will  be  faced 
with  the  worst  sort  of  scramble  to  have 
post  offices  built  in  almost  every  com¬ 
munity  and  locality.  The  officials  of 
many  communities  will  simply  say,  “We 
want  a  post  office;  we  have  selected  a 
contractor,  and  here  are  the  specifica¬ 
tions.” 

Mr.  President,  before  we  vote  for  the 
bill,  we  should  find  out  who  will  approve 
the  specifications  and  proposals  and  who 
will  be  interested  in  the  real-estate  busi¬ 
ness  the  bill  will  develop.  We  should 
carefully  study  all  the  facts  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  proposal,  and  should  know 
who  will  handle  the  projects.  Only 
after  doing  that,  will  it  be  proper  to  have 
the  vote  taken  on  this  bill. 

Personally  I  strongly  favor  the  United 
States  Government  constructing  its  own 
buildings,  instead  of  having  to  pay  such 
high  rates  of  interest  to  real-estate  deal¬ 
ers  for  the  construction  of  post  offices 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  to  the  proponents  of 
the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eight 
minutes  remain  to  the  proponents. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  felt  that 
the  bill  was  as  bad  as  the  eminent  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  has  de¬ 
scribed  it,  I  would  not  favor  it. 


However,  the  eminent  Senator  from 
Virginia  helped  to  improve  the  bill  by 
advocating  the  inclusion  in  it  of  some 
additional  safeguards,  the  first  being  that 
before  a  contract  is  submitted  to  the 
specified  congressional  committees,  for 
approval  by  them,  it  must  have  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
That  is  the  first  safeguard  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  helped  add  to  the  bill.  I 
think  perhaps  he  overlooked  the  fact 
that  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (j) 
makes  section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 
175),  applicable;  and  section  302  (c)  re¬ 
quires  that  all  contracts  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  supplies  and  services  shall  be 
made  after  advertising.  In  other  words, 
it  calls  for  advertising  for  bids. 

In  the  portion  of  the  amendment  with 
which  I  was  associated  with  the  Senator 
from  Virginia,  we  made  provision,  which 
appears  at  page  4  of  the  amendment, 
that  “(8)  a  statement  that  bids  for  the 
proposed  project  will  not  be  advertised 
until  after  consultation,”  and  so  forth. 
So  it  is  definitely  contemplated  that  there 
will  be  advertising  for  bids. 

In  addition,  Mr.  President,  I  feel  that 
in  connection  with  the  arguments  which 
have  been  advanced  against  the  bill,  the 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon],  for  himself 
and  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Stennis]  has  been  overlooked.  I  par¬ 
ticularly  invite  this  amendment  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate,  because  by 
means  of  the  amendment,  submitted  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon, 
for  himself  and  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  specific  control  through  the 
Appropriations  Committees  is  provided 
for. 

Lest  some  Senators  may  not  remember 
it  or  may  not  have  been  present  when 
it  was  discussed,  let  me  read  the  first 
paragraph  of  the  Cordon  amendment: 

Every  lease-purchase  contract  entered  into 
pursuant  to  this  title  shall  provide  for  equal 
annual  payments  and  the  Administrator 
shall  not  enter  into  any  such  contract  un¬ 
less  the  amount  of  the  annual  payment  re¬ 
quired  by  such  contract  plus  the  aggregate 
of  the  annual  payments  required  by  all  other 
lease-purchase  contracts  entered  into  during 
the  same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  the  spe¬ 
cific  limitations  on  such  payments  which 
shall  be  provided  in  appropriation  acts: 
Provided,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  not  to  exceed  $4,000,000  is  hereby 
established  for  such  purpose. 

In  other  words,  the  bill  places  a  limi¬ 
tation  upon  the  amount  of  contracts 
that  can  be  made  for  the  first  fiscal  year 
during  which  the  bill  will  be  operative; 
and  thereafter  the  bill  provides  that  the 
total  aggregate  of  the  level  payments  for 
each  year  shall  not  exceed  the  amount 
provided  for  in  appropriation  acts. 

The  paragraph  I  read  refers  to  title  I, 
which  deals  with  public  buildings  in  gen¬ 
eral.  The  second  paragraph  of  the 
Cordon  amendment  repeats  the  same 
language  and  applies  it  to  the  Post  Office 
Department,  except  that  in  that  case  the 
limitation  for  the  first  year  is  $1  million. 

So  I  respectfully  say  that  the  bill  spe¬ 
cifically  provides  for  control  by  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committees.  In  that  re¬ 
spect  I  feel  that  this  amendment,  to¬ 
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gether  with  the  other  amendments,  pro¬ 
vides  for  definite  safeguards. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  larger  amend¬ 
ment  which  was  submitted  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  for 
himself,  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams],  and  myself  we  spelled  out  the 
information  that  must  be  submitted  to 
the  congressional  committees  to  which 
the  proposals  will  have  to  be  submitted. 
One  requirement  in  connection  with 
that  submission  is  a  statement  by  the 
Administrator  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  or  by  the  Postmaster 
General,  as  the  case  might  be,  that  suit¬ 
able  space  owned  by  the  Government  is 
not  available,  and  that  suitable  rental 
space  is  not  available  at  a  price  com¬ 
mensurate  with  that  afforded  through 
the  proposed  contract.  In  other  words, 
the  congressional  committees  will  be  in  a 
position  not  to  come  into  agreement  un¬ 
less  there  is  a  definite  provision  for  sav¬ 
ing  money,  because  the  statement  must 
set  forth  that  suitable  space  is  not  avail¬ 
able  at  a  commensurate  price. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

The  Senator  from  California  has  3 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  has  3  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  does  the  Senator  from  California 
desire  to  have  us  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  time  available  to  our 
side? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
yield  to  the  chairman  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the 
remainder  of  the  time  available  to  the 
proponents. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  if  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  is  to  conclude  the  pre¬ 
sentation  for  the  proponents  of  the  bill, 
I  yield  the  remainder  of  the  time  under 
my  control  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  has  2  minutes  re¬ 
maining;  and  the  Senator  front  Minne¬ 
sota  is  recognized  for  that  length  of 
time. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
earlier  this  afternoon  I  made  my  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  bill  clear,  namely,  that  this 
is  ill-advised  proposed  legislation. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  of  listening 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  John¬ 
ston],  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  and  other 
Senators  discuss  the  bill. 

I  wish  to  say  definitely  that  the  bill 
does  not  provide  the  standards  for  sound 
administrative  procedure  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  require. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  make  no  mistake 
about  it:  If  the  present  administration 
thinks  it  had  a  number  of  unpaid  bills 
left  over  by  the  previous  administration, 
I  say  this  bill  will  open  a  Pandora’s  box 
of  unpaid  bills  for  future  administra¬ 
tions,  for  once  the  bill  is  enacted  into  law 
we  shall  have  said  to  future  administra¬ 
tions  that  they  can  proceed  forthwith  to 
enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements 
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that  will  commit  the  Government  to  un¬ 
told  millions  of  dollars’  worth  of  con¬ 
struction,  without  appropriate  check  by 
the  Congress.  Is  it  not  fitting  and  prop¬ 
er  that  a  committee  of  the  Congress 
should  have  the  right  to  place  a  check 
upon  an  action  of  the  administration? 
Under  the  Constitution  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  has  the  responsibility 
of  appropriating  money;  and  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  the  money  involves  also  mak¬ 
ing  a  policy  decision  as  to  what  the 
money  shall  be  appropriated  for. 

This  bill  would  permit  the  administra¬ 
tion  to  make  the  policy  decision,  commit 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  to 
construction  work,  come  to  the  Congress, 
figuratively  place  a  gun  at  its  forehead, 
and  say,  “We  already  have  the  com¬ 
munity  behind  the  bill.  We  have  already 
ai'oused  public  opinion.  Now  pay.” 

If  that  is  what  is  called  sound  fiscal 
policy,  I  must  confess  that  I  am  in  error. 

The  PRESIDING-  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
has  3  minutes  remaining, 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee  [Mr.  Martin], 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  comment  briefly  on  the  work  of  the 
committee. 

The  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  was  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee.  I  asked  the  . dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  to  assist  him  in  that 
work.  Along  with  the  other  members  of 
the  subcommittee  they  held  long  hear¬ 
ings,  and  considered  the  bill  from  every 
possible  viewpoint,  so  as  to  make  it  safe 
so  far  as  the  Government  is  concerned. 

Like  other  Senators,  I  have  great  ad¬ 
miration  for  the  eminent  and  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd].  Ordinarily  we  are  on  the 
same  side  of  various  questions  which 
come  before  this  body,  but  in  this  case  I 
must  be  greatly  in  opposition  to  his 
views. 

This  plan  of  lease-purchase  has  been 
carried  qut  successfully  in  business. 
Most  of  the  chainstores  of  various  kinds 
throughout  the  Nation  have  had  this 
plan  in  effect  for  many  years,  and  it  has 
been  most  successful.  It  has  been  used 
in  my  own  banking  experience.  The 
same  questions  have  been  before  us,  and 
we  have  made  loans  under  this  method. 
The  program  has  been  most  successful. 
T  sincerely  hope  that  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  will  approve  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  2 
minutes  allowed  the  senior  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  have  expired.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  has 
1  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  1  minute  to  me? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time  to  my  colleague,  the  senior 
Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  that  the  bill  has  been  greatly  im¬ 
proved  by  the  amendments  which  have 
been  adopted.  I  believe  that  adequate 
safeguards  have  now  been  placed  around 
this  proposed  legislation.  Frankly,  the 
amendments  go  beyond  what  some  of 
the  administrative  agencies  of  the  Gov- 
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ernment  desired.  But,  for  the  reasons 
which  have  been  stated  on  the  floor,  had 
such  safeguards  not  been  placed  in  the 
bill,  personally  I  would  not  have  sup¬ 
ported  it.  The  safeguards-  are  in  the 
bill.  I  think  it  is  a  sound  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation,  and  I  hope  the  Senate  will  pass 
the  bill,  as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired. 

The  bill  having  been  read  the  third 
time,  the  question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On 
this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  (when  his  name  was 
called).  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long].  If  he  were  present  and  voting, 
he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I 
withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Ives] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Hendrickson]  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Goldwater],  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  McCarthy],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

If  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  were  present,  he  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las],  the  Senators  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Hoey  and  Mr.  Lennon],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy], 
the  Senators  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr 
and  Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr].  If 
present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  would  vote  “nay.” 

I  announce  also  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  47, 
nays  30,  as  follows: 

YEAS — 47 


Anderson 

Barrett 

Beall 

Bennett 

Brtcker 

Bridges 

Burke 


Bush 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Capehart 

Carlson 

Case 

Cooper 

Cordon 


Dlrksen 

Duff 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ellender 

Ferguson 

Flanders 


Gore 

Malone 

Smathers 

Hayden 

Martin 

Smith.  Maine 

Hickenloopcr 

Millikin 

Stennis 

Holland 

Mundt 

Thye 

Hunt 

Payne 

Upton 

Jenner 

Potter 

Watkins 

Kilgore 

Purtell 

Wiley 

Knowland 

Saltonstall 

Young 

Kuchel 

Schoeppel 

NAYS— 30 

Aiken 

Jackson 

McClellan 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Morse 

Clements 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Murray 

Daniel 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Neely 

Frear 

Kefauver 

Pastore 

Fulbright 

Langer 

Robertson  . 

Gillette 

Lehman 

Russell 

Green 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Hennings 

Maybank 

Welker 

Hill 

McCarran 

Williams 

NOT  VOTING— 

18 

Butler,  Md. 

Hoey 

Long 

Chavez 

Humphrey 

Mansfield 

Douglas 

Ives 

McCarthy 

George 

Kennedy 

Monroney 

Goldwater 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Hendrickson 

Lennon 

Sparkman 

So  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  was  passed. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  House  bill  6342  was  passed. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  California  to  lay  on 
the  table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  request  a  conference  thereon  with 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  that 
the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Martin, 
Mr.  Case,  Mr.  Kuchel,  Mr.  Chavez,  and 
Mr.  Holland  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
printed  with  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  numbered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  realize- 
that  post  mortems  on  votes  are  of  little 
practical  value.  Nevertheless,  I  wish  to 
say,  although  I  voted  against  the  bill 
which  has  just  been  approved  by  the 
Senate,  H.  R.  6342,  that  I  believe  the 
lease-purchase  plan  of  constructing 
public  buildings  is  a  very  meritorious 
plan. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  believe  that  we 
should  not  pass  legislation  which  as¬ 
sumes  to  confer  on  the  legislative  branch 
of  the  Government,  or  to  any  of  its  com¬ 
mittees,  authority,  and  rights  which 
properly  belong  to  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government.  I  would  not  vote 
for  a  bill  which  provides  that  a  commit¬ 
tee  of  Congress,  or  any  two  committees 
of  Congress,  shall  assume  the  preroga¬ 
tives  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

I  hope  that  the  bill  in  conference  will 
be  straightened  out  by  eliminating  such 
provisions.  If  the  provisions  are  not 
eliminated  I  believe  the  bill  will  merit  a 
very  well-deserved  veto. 
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Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont. 
I  voted  against  the  bill  for  the  same  rea¬ 
son  which  he  has  stated. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  very  greatest  of  respect  to  my  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
I  wish  to  say  that  the  committee  listened 
at  great  length  to  the  arguments  pro 
and  con  with  reference  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  which  the  Senator  has  just  re¬ 
ferred,  and  there  are  many  of  us  who 
would  look  with  disfavor  on  the  bill  if 
the  amendment  were  eliminated.  We 
refused  to  find  merit  in  the  argument  of 
unconstitutionality. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  subject  mentioned  by  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  and  the  Senator 
from  California,  there  has  been  some 
misunderstanding  with  respect  to  what 
part  the  committee  would  play  if  pro¬ 
posals  were  submitted  to  it.  The  com¬ 
mittee,  under  the  language  of  the  bill, 
would  not  pass  on  individual  contracts; 
it  would  pass  on  projects,  not  upon  con¬ 
tracts  as  such.  I  think,  if  that  were 
better  understood,  the  executive  branch 
would  not  fear  that  there  would  be  any 
encroachment  on  its  power. 

>  ii  ar 

TOLLS  ON  CERTAIN  HIGHWAYS 

CONSTRUCTED  WITH  FEDERAL 

AID— BILL  INDEFINITELY  POST¬ 
PONED  I  ,  -  |],B> 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  discussed  with  the  minority  leader 
Calendar  No.  703,  Senate  bill  796,  which 
was  introduced  by  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush].  The  bill 
would  permit  the  charging  of  tolls  on 
certain  highways  constructed  with  Fed¬ 
eral  aid.  Senators  will  recall  that  the 
substance  of  the  bill  was  added  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Federal-aid  highway 
bill,  which  has  passed  both  Houses,  and 
is  awaiting  the  President’s  signature. 

With  the  approval  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut,  and  after  consultation  with 
the  minority  leader,  I  move  that  Senate 
bill  796  be  indefinitely  postponed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES’  FRINGE 
BENEFITS  i 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  M'.  President,  in 
conformity  with  prior  notice  given  to 
the  Senate,  I  now  move  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  calendar 
1195,  S.  2665. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
2665)  to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of 
1919,  as  amended,  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
with  amendments. 


TWENTY-FOURTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 

SERVICE  BY  THE  COLONIAL  AIR¬ 
LINES 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  on  April 
18,  1930,  the  Colonial  Airlines,  the  air¬ 
lines  serving  my  State  of  Vermont,  began 
flight  service  between  New  York  City  and 
Montreal.  After  24  years  of  service,  this 
airline  has  the  unequaled  record  of  never 
having  had  a  passenger  or  crew  member 
killed  or  seriously  injured. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
statement  setting  forth  the  record  of  the 
Colonial  Airlines  over  their  24-year  peri¬ 
od  of  service. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Colonial  Airlines  was  originally  organized 
as  Canadian-Colonial  Airlines,  a  subsidiary 
of  Colonial  Air  Transport.  Gen.  John  F. 
O’Ryan  was  the  original  founder  in  March 
1928.  Until  1935  Canadian -Colonial  was  con¬ 
trolled  by  Aviation  Corp.  In  May  1943  Cana¬ 
dian-Colonial  became  known  as  Colonial 
Airways,  operating  between  New  York  and 
Montreal  via  Albany  and  Burlington,  Vt. 

Initially,  Canadian-Colonial  Airways  was 
awarded  certificate  No.  FAM-1;  but  in  the 
subsequent  reallocation  of  routes  after  all 
airmail  contracts  were  terminated  in  the 
early  1930’s  Colonial  was  awarded  certificate 
No.  72,  under  which  it  operates  New  York- 
Montreal  airmail  service  today. 

Twenty-four  years  ago  yesterday,  April  18, 
Colonial  Airlines  commenced  operating  Ford 
trimotor  aircraft  between  New  York  and 
Montreal.  In  the  intervening  years,  though 
its.  route  structure  has  been  extended  and 
though  many  additions  and  changes  have  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  original  pattern,  one  factor 
has  marked-  its  operation  since  the  begin¬ 
ning:  Colonial  Airlines  has  concluded  24 
years  of  service  without  serious  injury  or 
fatality  to  passenger  or  crew  member. 

This  record,  as  far  as  can  be  determined, 
cannot  be  duplicated  by  any  domestic  or 
international  air  carrier. 

The  record  is  all  the  more  striking  be¬ 
cause  the  routes  flown  by  Colonial  cover  some 
of  the  worst  terrain,  weatherwise,  that  can 
be  encountered  anywhere  on  the  continent, 
whether  it  be  winter,  summer,  spring,  or 
fall. 

During  these  24  years  Colonial  has  oper¬ 
ated  724,591,004  passenger-miles.  Trans¬ 
lated  into  terms  more  easily  understood,  one 
pedestrian  covering  this  distance  at  an  aver¬ 
age  rate  of  3  miles  an  hour  would  require 
240,530,348  days,  or  one-half  million  years — 
give  or  take  5  minutes. 

During  the  course  of  these  operations  Colo¬ 
nial’s  fleet  of  Douglas  aircraft  have  made 
758,030  landings  and  takeoffs. 

At  the  present  time  Colonial  operates  daily 
flights  from  Washington  to  Lancaster,  Read¬ 
ing,  Allentown,  Scranton,  Binghamton,  Syra¬ 
cuse,  Ottawa,  and  Montreal;  and  from  New 
York  to  Montreal  via  Poughkeepsie,  Lake 
Placid,  Albany,  Glen  Falls,  and  Burlington. 
Both  routes  join  at  Massena,  N.  Y.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  Colonial’s  international  operations 
include  daily  service  to  Bermuda. 


THE  CRISIS  IN  INDOCHINA 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  very  brief  statement  on  the  crisis  in 
Indochina. 

There  is  nothing  new  in  the  crisis  in 
Indochina. 


April  20 

The  situation  is  exactly  where  it  has 
been  since  1948,  when  the  Red  Chinese 
reached  the  Indochina  border. 

Every  competent  person  knew  then 
that  southeast  Asia  was  on  the  timetable 
for  destruction. 

Every  competent  person  knew  the 
Acheson  cease-fire  in  Korea  would  be 
followed  by  invasion  of  southeast  Asia. 

The  Soviet  leaders  always  use  a  time 
bomb. 

They  plan  every  step  necessary  for  the 
next  takeover  on  their  timetable. 

Then  they  set  the  mechanism  so  it  will 
go  off,  months  or  years  later,  when  people 
will  no  longer  be  on  guard. 

If  Americans  keep  on  refusing  to  be¬ 
lieve  these  time  bombs  are  real,  until 
they  have  exploded,  the  Soviet  Union 
will  have  no  difficulty  whatever  in  de¬ 
stroying  its  opponents,  piece  by  piece. 

We  do  not  have  to  decide  hastily  about 
Indochina. 

Soon  the  rains  will  come  and  then  the 
talk  will  start  again. 

Indochina’s  problem  is  the  same  as 
that  of  China  in  1946. 

It  is  the  same  as  that  of  Korea  in  1950. 

Shall  we  deal  with  symptoms,  or  the 
disease,  with  the  cat’s-paw  or  the  monkey 
which  eggs  on  the  cat? 

The  Soviet  Union  needs  a  series  of  little 
wars  at  the  periphery,  where  our  men, 
our  officers,  our  materials,  and  our  money 
can  be  wasted,  without  hope  of  victory. 

What  do  Americans  want? 

Obviously,  we  want  a  way  to  stop  the 
little  wars,  which  give  the  Soviet  Union 
an  open  road  to  conquest. 

There  is  a  simple  way  to  stop  the  war 
in  Indochina. 

The  Viet  Minh  rebels  cannot  wage 
such  a  war,  alone,  without  help  from  Red 
China. 

The  French  Union  forces  could  defeat 
them  easily. 

There  is  only  one  way  to  stop  Red  Chi¬ 
nese  help  to  the  rebels  in  Indochina. 

That  is  to  release  the  armed  forces  of 
the  free  nations  of  Asia. 

They  are  kept  out  of  action  only  by 
the  Acheson  legacy  in  American  foreign 
policy. 

The  war  in  Indochina  will  not  be  won 
or  lost  at  Dien  Bien  Phu.  It  will  be  won 
or  lost  in  Washington. 

The  Republic  of  China  has  half  a  mil¬ 
lion  armed  men  on  Formosa. 

Our  defense  officials  make  every  effort 
to  train  and  equip  them,  but  the  Ache¬ 
son  holdovers  in  the  State  Department 
are  able,  by  some  hidden  route,  to  make 
our  military  officials  equip  them  for  the 
wrong  ends. 

We  are  giving  free  China  everything 
it  needs  to  defend  itself  against  the 
wrong  danger — attack  from  the  main¬ 
land. 

We  are  giving  free  China  nothing — 
absolutely  nothing — essential  for  their 
real  need. 

Free  China  needs  ships,  planes,  sub¬ 
marines,  supplies,  to  open  a  second  front 
against  the  Reds  bn  the  China  main¬ 
land.  Then  Red  Chinese  aid  to  Indo¬ 
china  will  end  in  a  hurry. 

Once  the  free  Chinese  land  on  the 
mainland  with  sufficient  equipment,  mil¬ 
lions  of  Chinese  will  rise  up  to  join  them. 

We  hear  constantly  from  journalists, 
who  think  they  are  statesmen,  that  Red 
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1,  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Passed,  69-17,  with  amendments  S,  2911,  the  wool  price  supports  ^ 
bill  (pp.  5245-36),  ‘  ’ 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Young  (for  himself* and  Sens , ^ Barrett  and  Linger) 
providing  that,-  at  such  time  as  price  support  at  90 /o  of  parity  or  above  is  no 
longer  required  to  achieve  the  immediate  objective  of  300  million  pounds  of 
V  shorn  wool,  price < support  would  continue  at  the  same  levels  as  those  provi  e 
by  the  act  of  1949  (p.  5270)'.  . 

Rejected  the  following  amendments:  ;  ,■ 

By  Sen*  Ellender  (as  modified  ),  to  continue  for  one  additional  year  (through 
1955)  the  'mandatory  price  supports  on  certain  commodities  at  9  Q/o  o.t  par  a.  y, 

by  a  vote  of  40  to  48  (pp*  5245-51)*  ,  ,  Q+„„+ _ 

By  Sen • 1  Malone .. ( in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  04.11),  to  create  a  Str^te- 

. .  ..  gic  and  Critical  Wool  and  Mohair  Authority  and  substitute  a  system  of  w°o1 
tariffs  for  the  production  payments,  etc*,  authorized  in  the  bill;  by  a  vo 

»  .By  Sen.  Thye,  tc^require  dairy  price  supports  at  not  less  than _85$of  parity  for 
*  •  the  marketing  year  ending  Mar.  31,  1955,  -and  fo  iimit  annual  reduction 
5%  of  parity  thereafter;  by  a  vote  of  38  to  53  (pp,  5270-81)*  .. 

By  Sen.  Humphrey  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Wiley),  to  provide  for  daipy  supports  at 

the  same  level  as  for  basic  commodities  and  to  limit  a”n^1/'e?QC^ J  ^52 v6_gl) 
dairy  supports  to  5$  of  the  support  level;  by  a  vote  of  3-  ' 

By  Sen,  Ellender,  to-  limit  wool  supports -through  payments  to  100$  of  parity  *n|  • 

.  1  tc  limit  such  supports  through  other  means  to  90$  of  parity;  by  a  vote  pi  23 

By  Sen^Kerr*  directing  beef  cattle  supports  at  90$  of  parity  (p.  5285). 
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As  passed,  the  bill  provides  as  follows:  Provides  for  . price  support  for  wool 
and  nohair  at  such  levels  as  may  be  necessary  to  encourage  or  maintain  desired 
levels  of  production.  In  the  case  of  shorn  wool,  the  desired  level  is  specified 
at  300  million' pounds  annually.  Such  support  could  be  provided  by  means  of  pay¬ 
ments  designed  to  bring  the  national  average  return  of  producers  up  to  the 
support  price,  or  by  loans,  purchase's,  or  other  ‘operations  •  Total  payments  made 
under  the  bill,  cumulated  as  of  any  date,  would  be  limited  to  10%  of  the  speci¬ 
fied  duties  collected  on  wool  and  its  products  cumulated  after  January  1,  1953# 
If  support  were  made  available  other  than  through  payments,  the  support  level 
would  be  limited  to  90%  of  the  parity  price,  CCC  would  be  reimbursed  for  pay¬ 
ments  made  to  producers  under  the  bill  from  appropriations  authorized  by  the 
.bill,  the  amount  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  being  limited  to  10%  of  the 
gross  receipts  from  specific .duties . on  wool  and  its  products  during  the  calendar 
year  ending  last  before  such. fiscal  year.  The  bill  also  authorizes  the  Secre- 
...tary  to  enter  into  agreements  for  the  purpose  of  developing  advertising  and 
sales  promotion  programs  for  wool,  mohair,  sheep  or  goats,  or  the  products 
thereof.  Subject  to  approval  by  2/3  of  the  affected  producers,  the  expenses  of 
sxich  programs  might  be  defrayed  b5r  deductions  from  the  payments  provided  for  by 
the  bill.  The  wool  and  mohair  price-support  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Aci^ 
of  1949  would  be  repealed*  V 

2.  THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1954.  This  bill,  H.  R.  3431,  was  made  the 

unfinished  business  (p.  5287). 

_  HOUSE 

3.  BUILDINGS.  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  6342,  to  authorize  GSA  to 

enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  for  construction  of  public  buildings  (p. 
5291),  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 

4.  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for 

consideration  of  this  bill,  H.  R.  8873  (p.  5306).  The  bill  is  to  be  debated 
today,  Apr.  28  (p.  D453).  In  reporting  this  .bill  (see  Digest  76)  the  committee 
included  the  following  statement  in  its  report:  n!/ith  reference  to  super-grade 
positions,  it  was  the  understanding  of  the  Committee  that  these  type  positions 
were  needed  to  attract  specialists  and  experts  from  industry.  Records  of  the  /$ 
Department  show  that  of  a  total  of  69  super-grade  positions  filled  since  JanuaM 
1,  1953#  a  total  of  43  or  over  62  percent  were  filled  by  departmental  promotion/ 
VJhile  in  certain  instances  this  may  be  justified,  it  is  felt  that  the  purpose 
for  which  super-grades  were  originally  created  is  being  distorted,  which 
situation  may  call  for  a  general  and  detailed  review  of  all  such  positions. 11 

5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Reed,  IT.  Y.,  inserted  and  commended  Rep.  Nason’s  recent 

speech  opposing  trade  agreements  and  the  lowering  of  tariffs  (pp.  5298-9). 

6.  ELECTRIFICATION;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Rep.  Angell  discussed  the  potential  power  ard 

flood-control  benefits  to  be  derived  from  construction  of  Libby  Dam,  Font.,  and 
commended  the  Army  and  Interior  for  ” clearing  the  way”  for  the  project  (pp. 
5301-3). 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

7.  COTTON  ALLOT! HITS.  S.  3360,  by  Sen,  Eastland,  to  provide  for  allotment  of  addi¬ 

tional  cotton  acreage  to  relieve  hardship  in  the  case  of  certain  farms;  to  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p.  5241), 

8.  PERSONNEL.  S.  33&1*  by  Sen.  Langer,  to  increase  the  basic  rates  of  compensation 
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The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Colonel,  the  Reverend  R.  L.  Clem,  rec¬ 
tor  of  St.  John’s  Military  School,  Salina, 
Kans.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  through  whose  mighty 
power  our  liberties  have  been  won,  we 
beseech  Thee  to  look  with  favor  upon 
our  land  and  people.  Thou  hast  made  us 
great  among  the  nations  of  the  earth, 
and  we  pray  for  the  grace  to  understand 
the  responsibilities  we  bear  to  our  fellow 
men  and  to  Thee.  We  pray  for  those  to 
whom  Thou  hast  committed  the  author¬ 
ity  of  government;  that  Thou  wilt  grant 
them  gifts  of  wisdom  and  understanding, 
of  counsel  and  strength;  that,  upholding 
what  is  right  and  following  what  is  true, 
they  may  help  fulfill  Thy  divine  purpose 
for  all  mankind.  In  the  name  of  Christ 
and  for  His  sake  we  ask  it.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to 
amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  certain  public  buildings 
thereon  by  executing  purchase  con¬ 
tracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post  office  purposes;  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  Senate  amendment,  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan?  [After  a  pause.]  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conferees;  Messrs.  Dondero, 
Angell,  McGregor,  Fallon,  and 
Trimble. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  AND  IN¬ 
DEPENDENT  AGENCY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1955 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  516,  Rept. 
No.  1547),  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed : 

Resolved,  That  during  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8873)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
related  independent  agency  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1955,  and  for  other 
purposes,  all  points  of  order  against  the  bill 
or  any  provisions  contained  therein  are 
hereby  waived. 


PRESIDENT’S  COMMITTEE  ON  EM¬ 
PLOYMENT  OF  THE  PHYSICALLY 

HANDICAPPED 

(Mr.  KELLEY  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KELLEY  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  our  good  friend  Maj.  Gen.  Mel¬ 
vin  J.  Maas,  who  was  for  many  years  a 
Member  of  this  body  and  who  is  now 
chairman  of  the  President’s  Committee 
on  Employment  of  the  Physically  Handi¬ 
capped  Week,  has  asked  me  to  extend 
to  all  Members  of  the  House  and  their 
families  an  invitation  to  attend  an  Ex¬ 
position  and  Parade  of  Progress  on  Re¬ 
habilitation  and  Employment  of  the 
Physically  Handicapped  which  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  Committee  on  Employment  of  the 
Physically  Handicapped  is  holding  at  the 
Departmental  Auditorium  on  Constitu¬ 
tion  Avenue. 

The  affair  is  being  jointly  sponsored  by 
the  District  Commissioners’  committee, 
and  I  have  been  told  that  the  exhibits 
and  displays  will  present  a  graphic  pic¬ 
ture  of  the  great  advances  that  have  been 
made  in  this  field  during  the  past  quarter 
century.  Many  of  the  exhibits  will  show 
handicapped  persons  at  work,  demon¬ 
strating  how  they  have  overcome  disa¬ 
bilities  and  returned  to  productive  liveli¬ 
hood. 

I  hope  that  most  of  you  will  find  an 
opportunity  to  attend  the  exposition  as 
it  will  be  not  only  revealing  but  highly 
stimulating.  It  will  be  open  from  noon 
until  5  p.  m.  and  from  7  to  10  p.  m.  each 
of  the  3  days,  April  28,  29,  and  30. 


HON.  DEWEY  SHORT 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  re¬ 
cently  appeared  in  the  Brookville  Ameri¬ 
can,  of  Brookville,  Pa.,  an  editorial  which 
pleased  me  immensely  concerning  my 
very  distinguished  and  able  colleague, 
Dewey  Short.  A  great  statesman  and 
great  American  who,  by  his  work  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  and  as 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  has  won  for  himself  the  hearty 
commendations  not  alone  of  his  col¬ 
leagues  but  the  people  of  the  Nation  as 
welL 

No  Time  To  Waste 

Chairman  Dewey  Short,  of  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee,  tells  us  his  group 
is  Informed  that  the  Soviets  now  have  40,000 
military  aircraft,  and  that  the  Commies  will 
reach  their  production  peak  this  summer. 
This  compares,  he  says,  with  30,000  United 
States  war  planes,  and  that  “we  are  still  3 


years  away  from  attainment  of  minimum 
goals.” 

When  Dewey  Short  speaks,  the  Congress 
listens,  and  the  rest  of  us  should,  too.  For 
the  Galena,  Mo.,  farm  boy  who  began  his 
working  life  behind  a  pair  of  jennies  epito¬ 
mizes  the  statesman  that  all  of  would  like 
to  think  is  representing  us  in  Washington. 
Short  is  one  of  the  best-educated  men  in 
Congress.  A  graduate  of  4  American  col¬ 
leges,  he  later  studied  at  Berlin,  Heidelberg, 
and  Oxford  Universities,  and  holds  honorary 
degrees  from  3  other  American  institutions. 
He  was  a  Methodist  minister  and  a  pro¬ 
fessor  of  philosophy  before  entering  politics. 
He  has  traveled  every  quarter  of  the  globe, 
and  few  others  in  Congress  have  his  grasp  of 
world  conditions.  Yet  he  is  intensely  proud 
of  his  Ozark  origin,  and  flavors  his  erudition 
with  the  salty  realism  of  the  mountain  peo¬ 
ple  from  whom  he  sprang. 

Dewey  Short  has  consecrated  his  public 
life  to  keeping  America  strong,  and  keeping 
Americans  alert  to  the  growing  menace  of 
communism.  He  tells  us  now  “theTJ.  S.  S.  R. 
has  a  fleet  of  at  least  1,000  long-range 
bombers  capable  of  delivering  atomic  bombs 
on  the  continental  United  States”  and  warns 
that  “we  must  not  delude  ourselves  that  we 
can  match  the  hordes  of  Russia  and  her 
satellites  man  for  man,  gun  for  gun,  or  even 
plane  for  plane.” 

“Quality  of  weapons,”  he  assures  us,  “will 
always  prevail  against  mere  masses  of  men.” 
To  attain  such  dominance  in  the  vital  area 
of  air  defense.  Representative  Short  says 
national  air  policy  must  recognize  three 
points  we  have  learned  the  hard  way:  First, 
research  and  development  to  insure  superior 
aircraft  designs.  Second,  an  aircraft  produc¬ 
tion  level  that  will  keep  our  forces  100-per¬ 
cent  modern  through  the  years.  Third,  long¬ 
term  procurement  at  a  rate  adequate  to  sup¬ 
port  at  least  1  year’s  war  effort  from  existing 
production  lines. 

In  adding  our  2  cents’  worth  to  the  Con¬ 
gressman’s  views,  we  can  only  observe  that 
Americans  are  not  likely  to  wince  at  the 
price  tag  on  survival,  yet  it  is  worth  noting 
that  Mr.  Short  points  out  what  bitter  expe¬ 
rience  has  taught,  that  long-term  procure¬ 
ment  (whether  planes  or  ships  or  other 
weapons)  costs  far  less  than  stop-and-start 
fever-chart  production. 


ARMS  TO  IRAQ  AND  NEAR  EAST 
PEACE 

(Mr.  JAVTTS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  an¬ 
nouncement  the  other  day  that  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  introduced  an  explosive 
note  in  the  already  trouble-ridden  sit¬ 
uation  in  the  Near  East  by  its  decision 
to  give  arms  aid  to  Iraq  is  properly  a 
matter  of  grave  concern.  This  ques¬ 
tion  was  raised  by  35  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  29  from  both  parties  in  this  body 
and  6  from  the  other  body  in  a  letter 
of  February  5,  1954,  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  expressing  grave  concern  over  any 
such  policy  by  our  Government. 
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Iraq  is  a  member  of  the  Arab  League 
and  is  still  in  a  technical  state  of  war 
with  Israel,  not  having  concluded  even 
an  armistice  agreement  as  have  other 
Arab  states.  The  situation  in  the  Near 
East,  we  all  know,  is  at  a  critical  point 
with  boycotts,  border  incidents  of  daily 
occurrence,  and  incendiary  statements 
by  Arab  leaders.  It  must  be  assumed 
that  cur  Government  seeks  to  justify 
this  decision  on  grounds  of  the  national 
security.  Accordingly,  in  view  of  the  se¬ 
riousness  of  a  decision  to  furnish  arms  to 
one  of  the  Arab  States  our  people  should 
know  the  answers  to  the  following  ques¬ 
tions,  and  I  am  requesting  the  answers 
from  the  State  Department. 

First.  What  are  the  commitments  and 
capability,  if  any,  undertaken  by  Iraq 
to  support  Turkey  and  Pakistan  in  their 
defense  arrangements  for  the  Middle 
East? 

Second.  What  commitments,  if  any, 
have  been  undertaken  by  Iraq  to  re¬ 
frain  from  using  arms  available  to  it 
for  aggression,  either  itself  or  through 
other  members  of  the  Arab  League? 

Third.  How  does  our  Government  be¬ 
lieve  arms  available  to  Iraq  will  affect 
the  three-power  declaration  of  May  1950 
to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  borders 
of  the  countries  of  the  Near  East — de¬ 
clared  by  us,  the  United  States,  Great 
Britain,  and  France? 

Fourth.  What  action  is  our  Govern¬ 
ment  prepared  to  take  and  is  any  par¬ 
allel  action  called  for  by  the  other  two 
governments  concerned  to  see  that  the 
three-power  declaration  of  May  1950  is 
respected? 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  ANGELL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  20  min¬ 
utes  today,  following  the  legislative  pro¬ 
gram  and  any  special  orders  heretofore 
entered,  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  extraneous  matter. 


CALENDAR  WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business  in 
order  on  tomorrow.  Calendar  Wednes¬ 
day,  be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE  ' 


Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Obviously  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  55] 


Battle 

Boykin 

Buchanan 

Buckley 

Budge 

Camp 

Carlyle 

Celler 
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Chatham 

Chelf 

Clardy 

Condon 

Cooley 

Coudert 

Crosser 

Dawson,  HI. 


Dingell 
Dollinger 
Donovan 
Dorn,  N.  T. 
Doyle 

Edmondson 

Engle 

Fine 


Fogarty 

Magnuson 

Saylor 

Gamble 

Martin,  Iowa 

Shafer 

Gordon 

Miller,  Kans. 

Shelley 

Gubser 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Siemlnski 

Haley 

Morrison 

Sutton 

Hand 

Moss 

Taylor 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Moulder 

Thompson, 

Hart 

Murray 

Mich. 

Herlong 

Norblad 

Walter 

Holt 

O'Konskl 

Weichel 

Jackson 

Patman 

Wharton 

Jenkins 

Powell 

Wheeler 

Kearney 

Rabaut 

Widnall 

Kee  . 

Reed,  HI. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Kersten,  Wis. 

Regan 

Wilson,  Ind. 

King,  Calif. 

Richards 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Landrum 

Rivers 

Yorty 

Lantaflf 

Roberts 

McDonough 

Roosevelt 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  Tollcall  354 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


HON.  ALVIN  M.  BENTLEY 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Bentley]. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems 
a  long  time  since  I  was  last  in  the  well  of 
this  House  8  weeks  ago  yesterday,  and 
under  somewhat  different  circumstances 
tljan  the  present.  It  seems  almost  as 
long  a  time  as  those  15  or  20  minutes 
that  I  spent  over  there  on  my  back, 
waiting  for  outside  medical  assistance. 

I  havg  so  much  to  be  thankful  for 
that  it  is  hard  to  know  where  to  start. 
But  at  this  time  and  place  it  would  only 
be  appropriate  to  begin  with  a  sincere 
expression  of  gratitude  toward  all  of  my 
colleagues  in  the  House,  as  well  as  many 
of  our  friends  in  the  other  body,  as  well 
as  many  others  whose  duties  are  here 
on  Capitol  Hill.  No  man  could  have  had 
more  demonstrations  of  friendship,  con¬ 
cern,  and  affection,  in  every  conceiv¬ 
able  manner  that  they  could  be  shown, 
than  I  have  received  from  my  friends  in 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

I  cannot  omit  from  this  gratitude  a 
very  great  number  of  persons  from  the 
executive  branch  whose  concern  was  like¬ 
wise  so  manifest.  My  deep  thanks  espe¬ 
cially  go  to  the  President  and  Mrs.  Eisen¬ 
hower  for  their  friendly  words  and  deeds 
in  the  midst  of  a  busy  schedule. 

For  the  thousands  of  people  in  my  own 
district,  in  my  State  of  Michigan,  and 
throughout  this  great  country  and 
abroad  who  offered  their  prayers  and 
sent  their  good  wishes,  both  friends  and 
strangers,  I  can  only  say  that  I  am  firmly 
convinced  that  such  prayers  and  good 
wishes  were  the  outstanding  factor  in  my 
regaining  health  and  strength.  Speak¬ 
ing  of  prayer,  I  must  pay  especial  tribute 
to  the  inspiring  visits  of  our  beloved 
Chaplain,  Bernard  Braskamp.  When  I 
was  lying  on  the  floor  of  the  House  the 
two  men  who  pulled  me  through  those 
critical  minutes,  with  assistance  of  oth¬ 
ers,  were  Chaplain  Braskamp  and  Wal¬ 
ter  Judd.  I  shall  never  forget  either 
those  few  minutes  or  those  -two  men. 

I  must  remember  to  be  thankful  for 
my  own  good  physical  condition  which 
helped  me  so  much  in  my  fight  for  life, 
and  I  cannot  pay  too  high  tribute  to  the 
doctors  and  nurses  who  attended  me  at 
Casualty  Hospital.  The  chief  of  staff, 
Dr.  Joseph  Rogers  Young,  never  left  the 


hospital  for  the  first  5  days  and  nights 
I  was  there.  He  and  his  wonderful  as¬ 
sociates  are  another  reason  I  am  here 
today. 

This  has  been  the  barest  of  summaries 
of  the  bounds  of  my  gratitude.  With 
the  help  of  my  wonderful  wife,  who  stood 
this  ordeal  so  bravely  and  who  never 
ceased  to  give  me  courage  by  her  own 
example,  I  am  -  trying  to  express  my 
thanks  personally  in  as  many  instances 
as  it  is  possible  for  me  to  do.  Given  a 
little  more  time,  I  hope  to  complete  that 
pleasant  task. 

A  word  about  those  responsible  for 
this  incident.  I  certainly  hold  nothing 
in  my  heart  but  pity  and  sympathy  for 
the  poor  wretches  whose  bullets  laid  me 
and  my  four  colleagues  low.  For  those 
who  directed  and  guided  their  mission, 
be  they  Nationalist  or  Communist,  I  have 
no  rancor  but  on  them  lies  the  true  guilt 
for  what  happened  here  8  weeks  ago 
yesterday. 

None  of  us,  I  know,  in  the  slightest 
degree  holds  the  people  of  Puerto  Rico 
responsible  for  that  tragic  occurrence. 
But  I  think  it  would  be  blind  stupidity  to 
pretend  that  a  Puerto  Rican  problem 
does  not  exist,  a  problem  greater  on  the  I 
mainland  than  on  the  island.  I  do  not 
want  to  go  into  that  problem  at  this  time, 
Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  do  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  extend  my  remarks  and  to 
include  extraneous  material  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

I  have  had  a  good  deal  of  time  for 
thinking  and  reflecting  during  the  past 
8  weeks.  Until  my  own  end,  I  presume 
I  will  never  be  closer  to  death  than  I  was 
then.  My  life  hung  in  the  balance,  I 
was  literally  in  the  hands  of  the  Lord. 
There  were  many  things  that  brought 
me  back  from  the  grave,  my  own  young 
and  strong  heart,  the  care  and  attention 
that  I  received,  the  prayers  and  good 
wishes  everywhere.  In  fact,  I  consider 
myself  a  living  example  of  what  prayer 
can  do  if  it  is  sincere  enough.  But  there 
is  something  which  transcends  all  these. 

God  did  not  intend  for  me  to  die  then. 

It  was  His  will  that  all  of  our  lives  be 
spared  that  bloody  day.  But  it  was  also 
with  His  will  that  the  shooting  did  take 
place  and  I  can  only  humbly  guess  that 
it  is  His  desire  that  some  lesson  be  drawn 
from  that  incident.  If  we  werev  spared 
it  must  have  been  with  some  purpose  in 
mind. 

Each  of  us  is  free  to  draw  whatever 
lesson  he  or  she  desires.  But  I  know 
that  a  rewarding  experience  for  me  has 
been  to  rediscover  the  inherent  good  and 
great  nature  of  the  American  people. 
Not  as  Democrats  or  Republicans  but  as 
good  and  loyal  citizens  of  this  country, 
the  American  people  were  shocked  and 
horrified  by  this  attack  upon  their  law¬ 
makers.  Their  response  was  in  the  clear¬ 
est  sense  nonpartisan. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  might  be  well  for  some 
of  us  in  an  election  year  to  give  some 
thought  to  our  similarities  rather  than 
our  differences.  Both  sides  of  the  aisle 
suffered  casualties  and  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  reacted  in  the  same  way.  Political 
campaigns  are  good  and  proper  in  their 
place  but  we  here  in  Washington  have 
national  and  international  problems 
whose  importance  far  surpass  the  exi- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  housing  bill,  including  provision  to  extend  rural  hous¬ 
ing  program.  Senate  committee  reported  bills  to  extend  Commodity  Exchange  Act  to 
onions  and  increasp  fpes,  authorize  additional  contract  research, > authorize  banks 
for  cooperatives  to  issue  consolidated  debentures,  and  modify  peanut  allotment 
legislation.  House  committee  reported  bills  to*  amend  Farm  Tenant  Act  and  broaden 
law  on  long-term  Forest  Service  permits.  Senate  committee  reported  Interior  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  Sen.  Wiley  commended  use  of  milk  vending  machines.  Rep.  -Xoirty 
opposed  proposed  cuts  in  Forest  Service  appropriations. 

SENATE  *  .  ..  •  t 

I,  HOUSING  LOANS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  7S39,  the  omnibus  housing  bill, 

which > includes  a  provision  continuing  the  rural  housing  program  administered  by 
this ’’ Department  (pp.  7183-200);  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (p.  7200). 
Agreed  to* a  Monroney  amendment  authorizing- the  Federal  Housing  Administration rto 
J  insure  any  mortgage  issued  with  respect  to  the  construction  of  a  farm  home  on  a 
plot  of  land  5. or  more  acres  in^ size  adjacent  to  a  public  highway,  the  total 
•  amount  of  insurance  outstanding  at  any  one:  time  under  this  proviso  not  to  exceed 
&10O,OOO,OQO"  ‘(p.  7200)  a 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE'S;  RESEARCH;  PEANUTS;  FARM  LOANS;  LAI®  TRANSFERS.  Reported  the 
bills  which  were  listed  in  Digest  101,  item  2,  as  having  been  ordered  reported 
the  day  before.  These  are:  S,  2367  (S.  Rept.  1495),  S.  2715  ( S«  Rept.  1496), 

S,  3207  (S.  Rept.  1497).,  So  3487  (S.  Rept.  1499),  H*  R.  4017  (S,  Rept,  1500), 

S.'  J.  Res.  134  (S.  Rept.  1501),  HV  Ri  6435  (S.  Rept.  1502),  I-},  R.  107  (S.  Rept. 
1503)9  (p.  7170.) 


3#  PERS011IEL;  DISBURSING.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  2728,  to  provide  for  withholding 
pay  of  Government  emplbyees  indebted *to  the  U,  S.  as  the  result  of  erroneous  pay¬ 
ment.  Agreed  to  a  Cooper  amendment  providing  that  the  deduction  for  any  period 
shall  generally  not  exceed  2/3  of  the  pay  from  which  the  deduction  is  made, 

(pp.  7179-80.)  *  ;  »■ 

4.  INTERIOR  APPROPRIATION  BILL’,  1955.  -  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with 
amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  8680  (5.  Ttept.  1506)(p.  7171). 
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5>  N0HINATI0IJ3*  •  Confined  the  nominations  of  Ifessrs,  McLaughlin,  Merck,  Morris, 

Houston,  Macelwahb , '  Whitaker,  Hesburgh,  and.  Adams  to  the  National  Science  Board, 
•  National  Science  Administration,  for  the  terra  expiring  May  10,  I960  (pp.  7169, 
7206).  * 

6.  BUILDINGS,  Sen*.  Bush  was  substituted  for  Sen,  Kuchel  as  a  conferee  on  H,  R,  6342 
the  lease-purchase  buildings  bill  (p,  7203)*  ^  . 

7*'  SOIL  CONSERVATION,  Sen,  Carlson  commended  the  Hope-Aiken  watershed  bill  and  in¬ 
serted  a  Kans.  Livestock  Assn,  statement  on  this  matter  (p,  7170), 

6;' DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Sen,  Wiley  commended  the  use  of  milk  vending  machines  as  ”a  key 
to1  dairy-  prosperity'1  and  inserted  a  Farm  Bureau  statement  on  this- matter  (p* 
.  7201)/  :  \  •  •  •  •  . 


•  9 V  TARIFFS.  Sen.  I  alone  recommended  additional  tariff  ' protection  (pp,  7201-2) . 

•  •  •  i 
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’  •  10-,-  FARM  LOANS;  FORESTRY;  -  LAND-  TRANSFER.-  The  Agriculture  Committee-  reported  with 
amendment  S.  1276,  to  amend  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  in  order  to 
authorize  increased  interest  rates,  etc.  (H.  Rept,  1741);  H.  R,  2762,  to  broadei 
the  Secretary* s  authority  to  permit  use  and  occupation  of  national  forest  lands 
(H.  Rept.  1742) j  and  H.  R.  4928,  which  directs  conveyance  of  15  acres  of  lands 
of  the  U,  S.  Animal  Quarantine  Station  at  Clifton,  N,  J.,  to  the  city  for  50$ 
of  value  (H,  Rept,  1743) (p#  7222). 

11,  LABOR-HEN  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955,  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  authorized 
•  to  report  this  bill  during  adjournment  of  the  House  today  (p,  7208), 

12,  COFFEE  PRICES.  Rep.  Sullivan  claimed  the  so-called  ”coffee  shortage”  is  a 

»hoax»  (pp.  7219-21). 

13,  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  7  (p.  7221).  Legislative  program  for  next  week,  as 

announced  by  Majority  Whip  Arends:  Mon.,  Consent  Calendar;  Tues.,  Private 
Calendar;  followed  by  Labor -HEW  appropriation  bill  (p.  7211). 

14,  VEHICLES;  FURNITURE.  In  reporting  H.  R,  8753  (see  Digest  99),  the  Government  ^ 

Operations  Committee  stated*  ”The  objection  raised  concerning  GSA  having  the 
final  decision  for  participation  in  motor-vehicle  pools,  and  the  objection 
raised  by  certain  investigative  agencies  that  the  performance  of  their  duties 
would  be  seriously  interfered  with  by  participation  in  a  general  motor  pool,  is 
believed  to  be  rectified  by  committee  amendment  which  places  this  authority  in 
the  President  in  the  event  of  a  disagreement  between  GSA  and  the  agency  involvec 
The  objection  raised  concerning  the  inclusion  of  office  equipment  for  pooling 

purposes,  iv^s  resolved  by  striking  *  off  ice  equipment*  from ‘the  bill.” 

*  •  *  -  *  »  .  .  ... 

BILLS  INTRODUCED  * ‘  ‘ 

.  15*  WATER  RESOURCES,  ‘S.  3552,  by  Sen.  Butler,  Nebr.,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  investigate  and  report  to  Congress  on  the  conservation,  devel¬ 
opment,  and  utilization  of  the  water  resources  of  Alaska;  to  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  (p.  7171), 

16.  UNEMPLOY'  ENT  C0I/1PEITSATI0N,  S.  3553,  by  Sen.  Douglas  (for  himself  and  others),  tc 
revise  the  unemployment  insurance  program;  to  Finance  Committee  (p.  7171). 
Remarks  of  author  (pp.  7171-5).  Also  H.  R'.  9430,  by  Rep,  Forand;  to  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  (p.  7223).  Remarks  of  author  (pp.  A4167-73). 
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Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  no  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  1934  Trade  Agreements 
Act  is  needed  beyond  June  12,  1954,  since, 
if  no  extension  act  is  passed  by  Congress, 
the  regulation  of  the  domestic  economy, 
through  adjustment  of  the  duties,  im¬ 
posts,  and  excises,  commonly  called 
tariffs  or  import  fees,  will  revert  to  the 
Tariff  Commission,  an  agency  of  Con¬ 
gress  under  the  Tariff  Commission  Act 
in  accordance  with  article  I,  section  8, 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
Article  I,  section  8,  of  the  Constitution 
fixes  the  regulation  of  foreign  trade  as 
a  responsibility  of  the  legislative  branch 
of  the  Government,  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States. 

The  Constitution  fixes  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  regulating  the  foreign  policy  in 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government, 
pointedly  separating  the  responsibility  of 
regulating  foreign  trade  and  the  fixing 
of  foreign  policy. 

The  State  Department  spearheading 
the  trade  agreements  and  the  division  of 
our  markets  with  the  nations  of  the 
world  for  some  fancied  political  ad¬ 
vantage  is  the  pressure  behind  the  urging 
to  extend  the  act. 

EXTENSION  TRADE  AGREEMENTS  ACT  NOT  NEEDED 

Mr.  President,  when  the  1934  Trade 
Agreements  Act  expires  on  June  12,  the 
trade  agreements  already  made  will  re¬ 
main  in  full  force  and  effect  until  and 
unless  the  President  of  the  United 
States  serves  notice  of  cancellation  on 
the  nations  with  which  such  agreements 
have  been  made. 

Therefore,  there  is  no  change  as  a 
result  of  the  expiration  of  the  1934 
Trade  Agreements  Act. 

Mr.  President,  unless  the  President 
wants  to  further  divide  our  markets  with 
foreign  nations  he  does  not  need  an  ex¬ 
tension. 

We  should  “let  the  water  settle”  be- 
teen  June  12  of  this  year  and  next  Janu¬ 
ary,  when  the  President  will  submit  to 
Congress  his  message  on  the  state  of 
the  Union. 

THE  1955  STATE  OF  THE  UNION  MESSAGE 

At  that  time,  January  1955,  let  him 
recommend  what  in  his  judgment  should 
be  done  regarding  foreign  trade  and  the 
regulation  of  the  domestic  economy;  and 
then  let  Congress  take  such  action  as  it 
may  see  fit  to  take,  in  accordance  with 
article  I  section  8  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 

Let  us  return  to  government  under 
three  separate  and  distinct  branches  as 
set  forth  by  the  Constitution,  written 
by  men  who  knew  what  it  was  like  to 
be  governed  by  a  dictator. 

Three  branches  operated  separately 
and  as  balances  and  checks  upon  each — 
to  protect  the  people  of  this  Nation. 


CONSTRUCTION  OP  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 
CONTRACTS— CHANGE  OP  CON¬ 
FEREE 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Bush]  be  substituted  for  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  who  is  unavoidably  detained. 


as  a  conferee  on  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342) 
to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of 
1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real 
property  and  to  provide  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  certain  public  buildings  thereon 
by  executing  purchase  contracts;  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster 
General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office 
purposes,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


FEDERAL  AID  TO  EDUCATION 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  about  to  submit  to  the  Cooper  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  a  statement 
in  support  of  legislation  authorizing 
Federal  aid  to  education.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  a  copy  of  this  state¬ 
ment  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Hendrickson 

It  has  never  before  been  the  practice  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  New  Jersey  to  ap¬ 
pear  before  this — or  any  other  committee — 
in  support  of  legislation  authorizing  Federal 
aid  to  education. 

To  be  sure,  in  conjunction  with  Senator 
Case,  of  South  Dakota,  I  introduced  an 
amendment  to  turn  over  the  funds  derived 
from  the  vast  underseas  resources  of  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  to  the  school  sys¬ 
tems  of  this  Nation.  This,  Mr.  Chairman, 
differed  from  the  Hill  amendment  in  the 
significant  detail  that  the  Case-Hendrickson 
amendment  used  the  Federal  Treasury  as 
merely  an  agent,  transferring  these  funds 
without  strings  to  the  States  where  the 
determination  of  educational  functions  tra¬ 
ditionally  resides. 

Several  factors  have  changed  my  thinking 
about  these  matters,  particularly  insofar 
as  the  legislation  now  before  Senator  Coop¬ 
er's  subcommittee  authorizing  Federal  aid 
for  school  construction  is  concerned. 

For  some  time  I  have  been  giving  con¬ 
siderable  thought  to  the  connection  between 
America’s  lack  of  adequate  school  facilities 
and  our  national  crisis  in  juvenile  delin¬ 
quency.  As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Sub¬ 
committee  To  Investigate  Juvenile  Delin¬ 
quency,  I  have  heard  many  competent  wit¬ 
nesses  point  out  to  the  subcommittee  delin¬ 
quency  causative  factors,  including  the  des¬ 
perate  shortage  of  classroom  facilities. 

I  have  not  always  been  an  advocate  of 
Federal  funds  for  school  construction  be¬ 
cause  there  existed  in  my  mind  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  Federal  interference — should  I  say 
Federal  encroachment — upon  what  many 
consider  purely  a  State  and  local  matter, 
the  education  of  our  youth. 

But  when  I  recall  President  Eisenhower 
saying  “Our  school  system  demands  some 
prompt  and  effective  help,”  there  comes  to 
my  mind  the  testimony  of  those  top-rank¬ 
ing  experts,  who,  in  effect,  said  to  our  sub¬ 
committee  that  unless  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  helps  out  the  States,  and  assists  in  the 
financing  of  modern  schools  that  help  us 
raise  healthy  and  clear-minded  youngsters, 
we  will  continue  to  have  a  school  system 
greatly  inadequate  for  the  needs  of  America. 
Such  a  system,  I  am  convinced,  would  tend 
to  increase  rather  than  retard  juvenile  de¬ 
linquency.  Therefore,  I  believe  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  S.  2779,  or  the  other  bills  of  similar 
intent,  should  be  favorably  considered. 


It  has  been  said  that  a  convert  is  more 
devout  than  the  old  partisan.  Here  are  a 
few  cold  facts  that  have  made  me  change  my 
mind.  At  this  moment  we  need  345,000  new 
classrooms.  An  expenditure  of  $10  billion 
on  new  schools  would  merely  permit  us  to 
catch  up  with  our  present  needs. 

This  legislation  asks  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  aid  the  States  to  the  amount  of 
approximately  $100  million  a  year.  While 
this  sum  is  relatively  small  in  relation  to 
needs,  it  is  at  least  a  start  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion  and  could  encourage  the  States  to  think 
in  terms  of  what  they  themselves  could  add 
in  the  way  of  contribution  toward  the  great 
need. 

Certainly  teachers  and  children  who  work 
and  study  in  ramshackle,  turn-of-the-cen- 
tury,  or  older,  school  structures  are  influ¬ 
enced  by  their  outmoded  environment.  Dr. 
Samuel  M.  Brownell,  United  States  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Education,  told  our  subcommittee 
that  “70  percent  of  our  classes  number  more 
than  30  students  per  class,  and  with  such 
numbers  teachers  cannot  give  real  individ¬ 
ual  attention  to  students.”  Many  young¬ 
sters  need  wise  counsel  and  individual  at¬ 
tention  from  their  teachers,  lest  they  become 
unaware  in  the  ways  of  the  law  and  our 
society. 

It  seems  to  me  there  is  the  closest  of  links 
between  delinquency  and  children  out  of 
school.  5 

Said  the  Commissioner:  “Approximately 
95  percent  of  delinquents  17  years  of  age  are 
out  of  school,  85  percent  of  16  years  of  age 
are  out  of  school,  and  50  percent  of  delin¬ 
quents  15  years  of  age  are  out  of  school.” 

Granted  that  truancy  is  one  of  the  first 
delinquent  acts  of  the  troubled  child,  it  is 
incumbent  upon  us  to  realize  that  over¬ 
crowded  and  dismal  school  “factories”  are  a 
major  factor  in  providing  these  truant 
tendencies. 

Commissioner  Brownell  scored  a  point 
when  he  stated  that  “A  school  may  produce 
delinquency  *  *  *  some  schools  frustrate 
some  pupils  and  set  up  situations  causing 
delinquency,  others  fail  to  supply  an  in¬ 
terest — a  release  of  tension  or  sense  of  secu¬ 
rity  or  satisfaction  children  need.” 

In  closing  I  wish  to  quote  from  a  majority 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  my  own 
State  of  New  Jersey:  “Our  national  hopes 
and  destinies  rest  with  our  children  and, 
fortunately,  they  are  born  both  free  and 
with  promise  for  good.  If  along  the  way 
their  freedom  is  lost  and  their  goodness  is 
not  realized,  society  itself  may  be  largely  to 
blame.  *  *  *  Centuries  of  history  indicate 
that  the  pathway  lies  not  in  unrelenting 
and  vengeful  punishment,  but  in  persist¬ 
ently  seeking  and  uprooting  the  causes  of 
juvenile  delinquency  and  in  widening  and 
strengthening  the  reformative  process 
through  socially  enlightened  movements.” 

I  believe  the  type  of  legislation  before  your 
subcommittee  represents  a  positive  action  of 
part  of  a  socially  enlightened  movement 
which  will  one  day  enable  us  In  America  to 
say  that  we  have  adequate  school  facilities 
for  every  youngster  in  the  land. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  recess  until  12  o’clock  noon  to¬ 
morrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  ECONOMIC  PROBLEMS  OF 
NEW  ENGLAND:  THE  NEED  FOR 
PROMPT  ACTION 
Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  since 
my  discussion  before  the  Senate  exactly 
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1  year  ago  of  the  economic  problems 
of  New  England  and  their  alleviation, 
considerable  progress  has  been  made  in 
meeting  those  problems,  including  the 
organization  of  the  12  New  England  Sen¬ 
ators  in  response  to  the  call  of  the  senioi 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Sal- 
tonstall]  and  myself. 

But  the  disappointing  failures  to  meet 
many  of  New  England’s  economic  needs, 
too  easily  overlooked  in  our  drive  for 
psychological  confidence,  cannot  be  jus¬ 
tified  by  recent  trends.  In  these  12 
months  since  my  Senate  speeches,  un¬ 
employment  in  New  England — which  is 
above  the  national  average— has  in¬ 
creased  by  more  than  125  percent — as 
measured  by  the  average  weekly  insured 
employment  under  State  programs.  May 
1953  to  May  1954.  Manufacturing- 
March  1953  to  March  1954,  latest  avail¬ 
able  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  surveys — 
has  declined  in  all  6  New  England  States 
for  a  total  loss  of  133,000  jobs,  high¬ 
lighted  by  the  48,000  job  decline  in  the 
textile  industry  which  is  now  approxi¬ 
mately  60  percent  of  its  February  1951 
strength.  Our  leather,  shoe,  rubber,  ap¬ 
parel,  and  other  nondurable  goods  in¬ 
dustries  have  also  declined;  as  have  the 
more  publicized  machinery,  metal,  and 
other  durable  goods  industries.  New 
England’s  steel  mills  operated  in  the  first 
quarter  of  1954  at  62  percent  of  capac¬ 
ity,  30  percent  less  than  a  year  ago.  Re¬ 
ports  from  the  New  England  Council 
and  the  Boston  Federal  Reserve  Bank  in¬ 
dicate  that  declining  defense  orders  will 
increase  the  difficulties  of  New  England’s 
electronic,  aircraft,  shipbuilding,  and 
equipment  manufacturers. 

The  battle  against  recession  is  now 
more  nationwide  in  scope  than  it  was  1 
year  ago,  and  it  involves  many  legislative 
issues  to  be  discussed  subsequently  on 
this  floor,  including  taxation,  credit  and 
interest,  public  works,  housing,  farm  in¬ 
come,  and  world  trade,  in  addition  to  the 
items  which  I  shall  mention;  but  permit 
me  to  outline  those  steps  which  the  ad¬ 
ministration  should  take  promptly  in 
order  to  help  restore  prosperity  in  New 
England  and  other  similarly  situated 
areas. 

First.  Restore  bid  matching  to  De¬ 
fense  Manpower  Policy  No.  4,  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  channeling  defense  contracts 
to  labor  surplus  areas;  This  program, 
both  widely  hailed  and  condemned  when 
announced  6  months  ago,  has  had  only  a 
negligible  effect  because  of  its  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  bid-matching  features  under 
which  New  England  labor  surplus  areas 
had  previously  obtained  $14  million  in 
defense  contracts.  During  the  new 
policy’s  first  full  quarter  of  operation — 
Defense  Department  release  based  upon 
contracts  of  $25,000  value  or  more; 
$10,000  for  Navy — not  a  single  contract 
went  to  a  New  England  labor  surplus 
area  as  a  result  of  this  preference,  and 
only  two  “distressed  areas”  in  the  rest 
of  the  country  received  contracts  total¬ 
ing  only  $163,159.  Moreover,  only  two 
of  New  England’s  labor -surplus  areas  re¬ 
ceived  any  defense  contracts  at  all  in  the 
first  quarter;  and  New  England’s  share 
of  all  defense  contracts  declined  instead 
of  increasing. 

Second.  Expand  the  application  of  the 
administration’s  new  policy  of  tax  am¬ 


ortization  certificates  of  necessity  for  in¬ 
dustries  in  labor -surplus  areas:  The  de¬ 
lay  in  initiating  this  policy,  the  restric¬ 
tions  placed  upon  it,  and  the  fact  that  it 
provided  only  an  extra  percentage  for 
that  declining  number  of  industries  al¬ 
ready  eligible  for  emergency  amortiza¬ 
tion,  have  made  this  program  of  little 
value,  and  as  of  April  15,  only  2  certi¬ 
ficates  under  this  policy  had  been  award¬ 
ed  to  1  New  England  community,  cov¬ 
ering  a  capital  investment  of  only  $250,- 
843.  Only  10  such  certificates  were 
awarded  throughout  the  entire  country. 
During  this  same  period  under  the  reg¬ 
ular  tax  amortization  program,  the 
number  and  value  of  certificates  of  ne¬ 
cessity  awarded  to  all  firms  in  all  New 
England  States  continued  to  lag  behind 
New  England’s  proportionate  share  and 
defense  contribution. 

Third.  Revitalize  and  broaden  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Small  Business  Adminis¬ 
tration:  The  establishment  of  this 
agency  to  strengthen  the  economy  by 
aiding  small  business  was  of  particular 
interest  in  New  England,  which  has  a 
higher  proportion  of  small  business  than 
any  other  region  in  the  United  States, 
and  where  the  rate  of  business  failures 
is  higher  this  year  than  last.  But  as  a 
result  of  legislative  ceilings  and  adminis¬ 
trative  delays,  the  Small  Business  Ad¬ 
ministration  as  of  May  13  had  approved 
in  its  IV2  months  of  operation  only  six 
loans,  for  a  total  of  only  $204,000,  in  all 
six  New  England  States.  Indeed,  as  of 
April  30,  SBA  had  disbursed  less  than 
$1.2  million  on  37  loans  throughout  the 
Nation,  as  compared  with  administrative 
expenses  on  March  30  totaling  nearly 
$2.4  million. 

Fourth.  Eliminate  discrimination  and 
confusion  in  New  England  transporta¬ 
tion  rates :  I  have  previously  pointed  out 
examples  of  such  discrimination  and 
confusion  in  rail,  truck  and  ocean  ship¬ 
ping  rates,  and  this  subject  is  now  under 
review  by  the  New  England  Senators 
Conference.  ICC  decisions  during  the 
past  12  months  have  intensified  this  sit¬ 
uation.  Division  II  of  the  Commission 
recently  denied  to  New  England,  and  its 
railroads  and  ports,  the  opportunity  to 
enjoy  rates  on  iron  ore  shipped  by  rail  to 
the  interior  steel-producing  areas,  com¬ 
parable  to  the  rates  enjoyed  by  the  ports 
of  Philadelphia  and  Baltimore.  In  Janu¬ 
ary,  a  Commission  decision  denied  ade¬ 
quate  service  in  intercoastal  shipping 
between  the  port  of  Boston  and  the  west 
coast.  Other  recent  ICC  decisions  af¬ 
fecting  shipments  to  New  England  goods 
by  truck  have  continued  this  discrimina¬ 
tion. 

Fifth.  Plug  tax  loopholes  which  con¬ 
tribute  to  improper  industrial  migration: 
The  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
in  its  deliberation  on  the  tax  revision  bill, 
originally  decided  to  plug  one  of  the  most 
flagrant  of  such  loopholes  by  removing 
the  immunity  from  industrial  develop¬ 
ment  bonds  issued  by  States  and  munici¬ 
palities  in  order  to  build  tax-free  fac¬ 
tories  as  a  lure  to  industry ;  but,  the  com¬ 
mittee  reversed  this  decision  and  in¬ 
stead  voted  to  deny  the  use  of  rentals  on 
such  factories  as  business  deductions. 
The  Senate  Finance  Committee  has  now 
voted  to  eliminate  even  this  substitute, 
which  is  ineffective  whenever  such  fac- 
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tories  are  given  or  cheaply  sold  to  the 
migrant  industry.  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  Senate  committee  or  the  Senate  will 
reinstate  at  least  this  modified  version 
before  the  bill  is  finally  passed,  and  that 
this  unjustifiable  abuse  of  public  credit 
may  be  eliminated  this  year. 

Sixth.  Request  legislative  and  admin¬ 
istration  action  to  correct  substandard 
wage  competition:  It  is  my  hope  that  the 
President  will  reexamine  his  decision  not 
to  seek  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  or  to  extend  its  coverage  at  this 
time;  that  his  administration  will  ask 
Congress  to  modify  or  repeal  the  Ful- 
bright  amendment  to  the  Walsh-Healey 
Act  which  has  stymied  effective  applica¬ 
tion  of  adequate  nationwide  minima  on 
defense  contracts;  and  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  will  act  more  vigorously 
in  pending  litigation  under  the  Fulbright 
amendment  which  has  delayed  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  realistic  wage  standards  for  the 
textile  industry.  I  am  particularly  hope¬ 
ful  that  this  year’s  budget  for  labor’s 
wage  and  hour  enforcement  division  will 
rectify  last  year’s  error,  when  this  budget 
was  cut  27  percent  below  the  previous  ap¬ 
propriation,  thus  making  it  possible  to 
inspect  only  1  out  of  22  establishments 
covered  by  the  law,  requiring  the  com¬ 
plete  elimination  of  8  southern  regional 
offices,  and  making  possible  the  review  of 
wages  in  Puerto  Rico  only  once  in  every 
7  years  for  each  industry. 

Seventh.  Initiate  a  program  to  revive 
the  shipbuilding  industry:  Such  a  pro¬ 
gram,  much  discussed  but  not  as  yet 
forthcoming,  is  of  particular  interest  in 
New  England  and  other  areas  dependent 
upon  this  vital  industry.  An  essential  of 
such  a  program  would  be  to  make  more 
effective  those  defense  manpower  poli¬ 
cies  applicable  to  the  shipbuilding  in¬ 
dustry,  inasmuch  as  the  third  Forrestal - 
type  aircraft  carrier  was  awarded  to  a 
shipyard  with  increasing  employment 
and  substantial  naval  projects,  instead 
of  the  Fore  River  Shipyard  at  Quincy, 
Mass.,  where  employment  had  already 
dropped  by  more  than  25  percent,  and 
where  7  out  of  its  10  shipbuilding  ways 
will  be  idle  by  this  fall. 

Eighth.  Support  the  Saltonstall-Ken- 
nedy  bill  to  aid  research  and  market  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  fishing  industry:  The 
active  opposition  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  with  the  approval  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  to  this  measure,  which 
seeks  only  to  allocate  to  our  fishing  in¬ 
dustry  its  fair  share  of  tariff  receipts, 
has  handicapped  its  passage  without  re¬ 
strictive  amendments.  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  administration  will  reverse  this  po¬ 
sition,  and  support  this  bill  which  is  of 
great  importance  to  New  England’s  hun- 
dred-million-dollar  fishing  industry. 

Ninth.  Seek  more  effective  social  in¬ 
surance  against  the  ills  of  unemployment 
and  forced  retirement:  In  order  to  main¬ 
tain  community  purchasing  power  and 
individual  living  standards,  New  England 
requires  improvements  in  the  existing 
social-security  program,  which  improve¬ 
ments  are  only  partly  contained  in  the 
recommendations  of  the  President,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  respect  to  our  disabled  citi¬ 
zens.  It  is  especially  important  to 
strengthen  our  unemployment  compen¬ 
sation  program  by  extending  coverage, 
providing  Federal  reinsurance  for  States 
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prohibit  full  utilization  of  the  Snake  and  Columbia  Rivers"  (p.  7226), 
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ganizations  for  their  nationwide  campaign  to  stop  the  littering  of  our  Nation's 
highways,  parks,  and  recreational  areas  with  paper  bags,  wrappings,  cans,  bot¬ 
tles  and  other  kinds  of  trash  (pp*  72I4.O— 1) . 

6.  RECESSED  until  lion.,  June  7  (p.  72kk) .  The  Legislative  Program  as  announced  by 
Majority  Leader  Knowland:  Mon.,  calendar,  following  which  it  is  proposed  to 
begin  consideration  of  the  Interior  appropriation  bill,  and  if  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  is  completed,  several  bills  not  affecting  this  Department  will  then 
be  considered  (p,  7239). 
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and  also  newspaper  publishers  and  the  auto¬ 
mobile,  rubber,  and  petroleum  industries. 
The  united  action  proposed  by  KAB,  because 
it  is  based  on  protecting  financial  interests, 
may  well  be  the  decisive  force  in  solving  the 
litterbug  problem. 

A  brewer  told  me:  “Legally  we’re  not  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  beer  cans  strewn  along 
roads,  but  the  cans  bear  our  name  and  people 
hold  us  morally  responsible.  We’re  facing 
that  fact.” 

If  Keep  America  Beautiful  plans  are  real¬ 
ized,  the  whole  country  will  blaze  with  ap¬ 
peals  before  another  year  passes:  antilitter 
reminders  on  cans,  cups,  bottles,  cartons, 
and  also  in  radio,  TV,  newspaper  and  maga¬ 
zine  advertising.  Realistic  about  the  job 
ahead  of  it,  KAB  foresees  years  of  unrelenting 
publicity  if  the  littering  habit  is  to  be  broken. 

One  scheme  fOr  ending  roadside  litter  was 
first  proposed  by  the  garden  clubs.  It  is  to 
have  every  motorist  carry  a  litterbag  in  the 
car  and  use  it  as  he  would  a  wastebasket  at 
home.  Service-station  attendants  would 
empty  it  as  part  of  their  routine. 

The  proposed  bag  is  square-bottomed,  of 
stout  brown  paper,  about  half  the  size  of  a 
marketing  bag.  A  strong  handle  allows  it  to 
be  hung  easily  inside  the  car  door.  Costing 
about  one  and  a  half  cents  in  large  quanti¬ 
ties,  it  will  last  3  months  in  average  service. 
It  is  hoped  that  the  big  oil  companies  will 
sponsor  the  litterbag  on  a  large  enough  scale 
to  make  it  standard. 

The  National  Park  Service  tried  out  the 
idea  last  summer.  Guards  presented  each 
visiting  car  with  a  paper  bag,  explained  its 
purpose  and  asked  that  it  be  returned  upon 
leaving.  The  plan  worked. 

The  Mid-Continent  Oil  Co.  tried  a  similar  . 
plan  in  Tulsa,  Okla.  Its  station  operators 
gave  a  trash  bag  to  each  customer  and  as¬ 
sured  him  that  any  Mid-Continent  station 
would  be  glad  to  empty  it. 

Some  other  oil  companies,  however,  have 
shied  from  sponsoring  any  sort  of  trash  bag, 
arguing  that  service-station  owners  might 
balk  if  asked  to  dump  trash  collections.  But 
when  the  Iowa  Petroleum  Retailers  Associa¬ 
tion  put  the  trash-bag  issue  up  to  a  vote,  the 
group  enthusiastically  voted  to  assume  the 
new  chore  provided  a  satisfactory  bag  is  made 
available. 

No  doubt  we  will  soon  be  carrying  trash 
bags  in  cars  as  we  do  road  maps.  It  will  be  a 
stubborn  motorist  who  resists  the  appeals 
pressed  on  him  from  all  sides.  If  every  Amer¬ 
ican  recognizes  his  responsiility  for  keeping' 
our  country  clean,  litterbugging  can  be 
stopped. 


LEASE  -  PURCHASE  AGREEMENT _ 

RESOLUTION  OP  THE  CONDON 

(OREG.)  COMMERCIAL  CLUB 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
wish  to  turn  my  attention  to  another 
matter.  Usually  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  resolutions  printed  merely 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record,  but  I 
think  the  one  now  before  me  is  of  suffi¬ 
cient  significance,  because  it  is  such  an 
exception  to  the  rule,  that  I  intend  to 
make  it  the  subject  of  a  very  brief 
speech,  consisting  for  the  most  part  of 
reading  the  resolution  and  commenting 
upon  it. 

The  resolution,  which  was  adopted  by 
the  Commercial  Club  of  Condon,  Oreg., 
refers  to  the  question  of  the  lease-pur¬ 
chase  program  which  the  Senate  un¬ 
fortunately  adopted  in  the  form  of  the 
Kuchel  bill  a  short  time  ago.  Over  the 
objections  of  some  of  us,  the  lease-pur¬ 
chase  bill  was  passed,  a  bill  which  some 
said  would  result  in  great  waste,  and 
in  the  taxpayers  of  the  country  paying 


more  money  than  they  needed  to  pay  for 
public  buildings,  and  paying  for  some 
public  buildings  which  were  not  needed 
at  all. 

It  will  be  remembered,  Mr.  President, 
that  in  that  debate  I  pointed  out  the  bill 
had  many  of  the  characteristics  of  a 
political  grab  bag.  I  charged  that  it 
would  be  used  in  part  as  a  hidden  cam¬ 
paign  slush  fund  for  politicians  who 
might  find  themselves  in  political  diffi¬ 
culty.  I  am  very  proud  that  I  opposed 
the  lease-purchase  bill,  along  with  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
and  other  Senators,  in  opposition  to 
what  we  considered  to  be  a  very  un¬ 
economical  proposal  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  public  buildings. 

I  supported  the  position  taken  by  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  who  stated  that,  according  to  cal¬ 
culations  which  had  been  made,  the 
buildings,  on  the  average,  would  cost 
the  taxpayers  of  the  country  about  40 
percent  more  than  such  buildings  needed 
to  cost.  We  pointed  out  in  the  debate 
that*  the  buildings  not  only  would  cost 
much  more  than  if  the  Government  it¬ 
self  constructed  them,  but  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  not  have  control  of  the 
plans  and  designs  of  the  buildings.  We 
pointed  out  that  the  Kuchel  bill 
amounted  to  putting  Uncle  Sam  on  an 
installment-plan  basis  when  it  came  to 
constructing  buildings  which  might  be 
needed.  We  urged  that  the  bill  be  de¬ 
feated  because  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try  would  not  favor  it  once  they  knew 
the  facts  about  it. 

This  is  what  the  Condon,  Oreg.  Com¬ 
mercial  Club  of  my  State  has  to  say 
about  the  application  of  the  proposal  to 
a  proposed  building  in  the  State  of  Ore¬ 
gon: 

Whereas  the  Portland  (Oreg.)  Journal  of 
April  8,  carried  a  news  story  on  the  front 
page  indicating  the  House  had  approved  and 
sent  to  the  Senate  an  appropriation  measure 
calling  for  an  expenditure,  under  a  lease- 
purchase  agreement,  of  $43  million  for  addi¬ 
tional  public  buildings  for  Oregon,  which  it 
is  assumed  means  post  offices  and  other  pub¬ 
lic  offices:  and 

Whereas  Condon,  Oreg.,  is  listed  for  a 
building  costing  $215,000,  which  is  one  of 
the  smallest  of  the  88  projects  proposed; 
and 

Whereas  this  cost  seems  to  be  about  as 
far  out  of  proportion  to  our  needs  in  this 
community  as  does  the  proposed  cost  of 
buildings  in  the  other  communities  listed; 
and 

Whereas  if  the  voters  and  taxpayers  of 
Condon,  Oreg.,  were  called  upon  to  approve 
an  expenditure  of  this  amount  out  of  their 
own  property-tax  money,  they  would  vote  it 
down  almost  unanimously,  as  we  believe, 
would  every  other  Oregon  community  in  like 
circumstances;  and 

Whereas  both  the  Federal  Government  as 
a  whole  and  the  Post  Office  Department  in 
particular  have  been  operating  at  a  deficit 
for  many  years  and  are,  therefore,  less  able 
to  buy  unnecessary  facilities  for  any  com¬ 
munity  than  the  community  is  itself;  and 

Whereas  if  our  Government  is  ever  to  re¬ 
turn  to  a  normal  economy  and  a  balanced 
budget,  it  must  be  done  by  eliminating  use¬ 
less  and  unnecessary  spending,  which  this 
measure  appears  to  us  to  be;  and 

Whereas  it  is  our  opinion  from  the  in¬ 
formation  at  our  disposal,  that  if  this  ap- 
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proprlation  is  necessary  at  all,  it  is  far 
greater  than  present  or  foreseeable  needs 
seem  to  indicate,  and  could  be  reduced  by  a 
very  great  amount:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Condon  Commercial 
Club  at  a  regular  meeting  and  by  unanimous 
approval,  disapprove  of  this  measure  as  we 
understand  it,  not  only  as  it  affects  our  own 
town  of  Condon,  Oreg.;  but  also  so  far  as 
it  applies  to  all  other  87  listed  Oregon  cities. 

Furthermore,  we  urge  that  an  investiga¬ 
tion  be  made  by  appropriate  authorities  to 
determine  if  similar  unwarranted  expendi¬ 
tures  are  being  contemplated  for  other  States 
in  the  United  States.  If  so,  we  wish  to 
strongly  voice  our  disapproval  of  those  ex¬ 
penditures. 

Furthermore,  we  urge  that  appropriate  ac¬ 
tion  be  taken  to  recall  and  reconsider  ap¬ 
propriation  measures  of  this  nature  that  have 
already  been  approved  by  Congress. 

Furthermore,  we  desire  that  a  copy  of  this 
resolution  be  sent  to  our  Congressmen  and 
Senators. 

Condon  Commercial  Club, 

Raluy  B.  Eaton, 

President. 

Thomas  H.  Blessington, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  read  the  resolu¬ 
tion  into  the  Record  because  I  wish  to 
give  it  the  notice  to  which  I  believe  it 
entitled.  Certainly  it  merits  a  great  deal 
of  notice.  I  wish  to  commend  the  officers 
and  members  of  the  club  for  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  real  statesmanship  at  the  lo¬ 
cal,  community  level.  They  see  through 
the  wastes  of  the  lease-purchase  bill. 
The  Senate  did  not  fool  them.  They 
know  what  the  result  of  this  lease-pur¬ 
chase  bill  will  be.  It  will  result  in  im¬ 
posing  on  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation 
additional  costs  that  cannot  be  justified. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  am  proud  to  have 
in  my  State  a  group  of  businessmen  who 
are  not  willing  to  sell  their  birthright  for 
a  mess  of  pottage,  even  though  it  takes 
the  form  of  a  post-office  building  which 
in  cost  far  exceeds  the  needs  of  the 
community.  The  Condon  Commercial 
Club  expresses  the  kind  of  sentiment  we 
need  more  of  in  our  country  if  we  are  to 
check  legislation  of  such  wasteful  char¬ 
acter  as,  in  my  judgment,  the  lease-pur¬ 
chase  bill  constitutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  desire  to  refer  to 
another  subject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  the  floor. 


THE  OPPENHEIMER  CASE 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  very  brief  remarks  I  am  about  to 
make  on  the  Oppenheimer  case  an  arti¬ 
cle  entitled  “What  Is  Security?”  written 
by  Joseph  and  Stewart  Alsop,  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Washington  Post  and 
Times  Herald  of  June  4;  and  also  an  ar¬ 
ticle  entitled  “The  Oppenheimer  Story,” 
written  by  Roscoe  Drummond,  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  same  newspaper. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibits  A  and  B.) 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  merely 
wish  to  say  that  as  I  read  these  two  pen¬ 
etrating  analyses  by  these  very  able 
commentators,  I  would  that  they  had 
been  on  the  board  that  passed  judgment 
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upon  the  Oppenheimer  case,  because  I 
thing  that  in  their  articles  they  come  to 
the  very  essence  of  the  case. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  prepared  to 
pass  final  judgment  on  the  Oppenheimer 
case  while  the  matter  is  still  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 
But  I  have  great  difficulty  intellectu¬ 
ally — as  I  know,  from  the  cloakroom  dis¬ 
cussions,  many  of  my  colleagues  have 
been  having  difficulty — in  understanding 
how  a  finding  could  be  made  that  there 
is  no  question  about  Dr.  Oppenheimer’s 
loyalty  to  the  country,  there  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  his  great  contribution  to 
atomic  energy  science,  but  still  he  is  not 
given  clearance. 

Yet  when  we  read  the  newspapers  we 
discover  that  there  are  those  who  recog¬ 
nize  that  indiscretions  or  political  im¬ 
maturity  have  no  bearing  whatsoever  on 
the  mining  of  a  mind  that  the  scientists 
tell  us  is  one  of  the  keenest  scientific 
minds  among  all  our  citizens.  With  the 
threat  of  communism  what  I  believe  it 
to  be,  and  with  the  gap  between  Russian 
atomic  power  and  the  atomic  power  of 
the  United  States  narrowing,  so  we  are 
told,  month  by  month,  I  think  we  are 
simply  spiting  ourselves  if  we  deny  to 
our  Government  the  maximum  contribu¬ 
tion  that  this  great  scientific  mind  can 
make  to  his  country. 

From  today’s  newspapers  I  notice  that 
there  are  those  in  England  who  seem  to 
think  that  if  we  do  not  want  to  mine 
this  mind  they  are  willing  to  mine  it.  I 
am  greatly  impressed  by  the  reactions  of 
scientists  across  the  Nation  to  the  schiz¬ 
ophrenic  majority  report  of  the  board 
that  analyzed  the  Oppenheimer  case. 
Its  premises  simply  are  split  as  a  per¬ 
sonality  sometimes  is  split.  The  first 
part  of  the  report  certainly  cannot  be 
connected  with  the  last  part. 

In  this  case,  I  think  there  is  only  one 
simple  question,  and  the  Alsop  brothers 
bring  it  out  in  their  article,  and  Roscoe 
Drummond  brings  it  out  in  his.  I  state 
it  now  in  my  own  language :  Is  it  in  the 
interest  of  scientific  development  in  the 
United  States,  insofar  as  our  atomic  pro¬ 
gram  is  concerned,  to  continue  to  use  the 
contributions  of  this  scientific  mind,  in 
the  body  of  a  person  who  has  demon¬ 
strated  that  he  is,  or  has  been  on  many, 
many  occasions,  politically  immature? 
Should  we  lose  that  contribution  merely 
because  of  some  political  indiscretions, 
so  long  as  we  have  the  finding  that  he 
is  loyal  to  his  Government? 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  that  the  ap¬ 
propriate  congressional  committee  look 
into  the  question  whether  there  is  any 
factual  basis  for  the  rumor  that,  appar¬ 
ently,  within  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  there  are  some  personal  con¬ 
flicts  between  the  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  Oppenheimer.  I  am  dis¬ 
turbed  about  what  I  read  in  the  press 
these  days  concerning  an  attempt  on  the 
part  of  some  to  vest  in  the  head  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  broad, 
sweeping,  arbitrary,  and  unwarranted 
discretionary  powers.  I  do  not  know  a 
man  in  the  United  States,  including  the 
present  head  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission,  Mr.  Strauss,  who  is  entitled  to 
have  any  such  power  as  that  which  is 
presently  reported  in  the  press  as  being 


proposed  to  be  vested  in  him.  I  wish  to 
say  that  here  again  we  in  the  Congress 
have  the  duty  of  seeing  to  it  that  we 
give  effective  meaning  to  our  system  of 
checks  and  balances.  We  have  the  duty 
of  constantly  keeping  the  executive 
branch  of  our  Government  within  check, 
just  as  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  the  constitutional  duty  of 
seeing  to  it  that  the  Congress  does  not 
exceed  its  legislative  functions. 

There  is  involved  in  the  discussion 
of  how  much  power  Strauss  should  have 
the  question  of  limiting  the  jurisdiction 
and  discretion  of  the  head  of  an  agency 
which  is  the  child  of  the  Congress.  Let 
us  not  forget  that  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  is  the  child  of  the  Congress. 
The  Atomic  Energy  Commission  has  re¬ 
sponsibilities  to  the  Congress,  and  we, 
in  turn,  have  certain  duties  and  obli¬ 
gations  with  respect  to  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission.  In  my  judgment 
one  of  our  duties  is  to  keep  a  bridle 
on  the  head  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission,  and  a  curb 
bit  in  his  mouth,  so  to  speak,  so  that 
we  can  rein  him  in  when  necessary,- 

I  make  these  comments  because  I 
think  there  is  some  reason  to  believe 
that  there  is  a  connection  between  the 
Oppenheimer  case  and  the  reported  pro¬ 
posal  to  give  to  Strauss,  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  unchecked,  unbri¬ 
dled  power.  I  propose,  so  far  as  my  vote 
in  the  Senate  is  concerned,  to  compel 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commision  to  oper¬ 
ate  on  the  basis  of  the  good  democratic 
principle  of  majority  rule.  I  do  not  pro¬ 
pose  to  give  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  what  would 
be  tantamount  to  a  veto  power  over  his 
colleagues 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
may  say  in  passing,  as  a  member  of 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy, 
that  I  know  of  no  proposal  which  is 
pending  before  the  committee,  or  of  any 
proposed  legislation,  which  would  give 
the  chairman  of  the  Commission  a  veto 
over  his  associates.  The  only  thing,  to 
my  knowledge,  which  has  been  suggested 
so  far  as  amendment  is  concerned,  is 
to  give  the  chairman  of  the  Commission 
the  same  responsibilities  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  every  other  commission — the  In¬ 
terstate  Commerce  Commission,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Trade  Commission,  and  all  the  oth¬ 
ers — has  in  relation  to  his  associates, 
with  respect  to  responsibility  for  certain 
administrative  details.  But  he  will  nei¬ 
ther  have  a  veto  power,  nor  will  he  have 
any  greater  vote  than  the  one  vote  which 
each  Commissioner  has.  Though  there 
has  been  some  discussion  in  the  news¬ 
paper  to  the  contrary,  at  least  so  far 
as  I  know,  there  has  not  been  seriously 
proposed  anything  which  would  go  as  far 
as  the  Senator  from  Oregon  apparently 
feels  is  under  consideration. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  comments  of  the 
majority  leader  are  very  reassuring.  I 
certainly  think  they  justify  further  in¬ 
quiry  into  this  subject.  I  have  read  the 
newspapers.  I  have  read  the  statements 
quoted  in  the  press  as  to  the  power 
which  would  be  given  to  the  Atomic  En- 
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ergy  Commission  chairman.  In  my 
judgment  those  statements  are  subject 
to  the  interpretation  that  he  would  have 
very  broad  discretionary  power  to  make 
decisions  in  which  his  colleagues  would 
not  have  a  voice. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  hope  the  Sena¬ 
tor,  in  his  usual  thorough  manner,  will 
very  carefully  read  both  the  record 
which  I  am  sure  he  will  do — and  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  when  it  comes  before 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  do  so. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  And  also  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  certain  individuals 
who  have  studied  this  question.  Mr. 
Acheson,  I  believe,  was  on  the  Hoover 
Commission.  Certain  others  went  into 
this  phase  of  the  problem.  They  recom¬ 
mended — I  believe  by  practically  a 
unanimous  vote,  if  not  a  unanimous 
vote — this  type  of  change,  which  was 
deemed  necessary  to  put  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Commission  on  the  same  basis  as 
other  commissions. 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  the  Senator  from 
California  will  permit  me  one  further 
word,  I  wish  to  say  that  there  are  various 
types  of  vetoes.  When  I  refer  to  the 
veto  power,  I  mean  a  veto  which  would 
exist  in  effect  if  we  were  to  give  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission,  under  the  guise  of  administra¬ 
tive  authority,  the  power  to  determine 
policy,  without  the  right  of  the  majority 
of  his  colleagues  to  reverse  him. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  that,  frankly,  I  know  of  no  such 
proposal  which  has  been  made,  or  which 
has  been  seriously  considered,  to  date,  at 
least  by  the  joint  committee,  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  which  are  now  in  progress.  Of 
course,  as  the  Senator  knows,  the  hear¬ 
ings  are  still  in  progress.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  not  even  reached  the  final  stage 
of  marking  up  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  One  of  the  things 
which  disturbed  me  the  most  was  a  story 
in  the  press  quoting  other  members 
of  the  Commission  in  regard  to  their 
objections  to  the  vesting  of  certain  pow¬ 
ers  in  the  chairman  which  they  thought 
would  be  vested — if  I  read  the  stories 
correctly — by  the  language  now  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill. 

One  of  the  functions  of  the  Independ¬ 
ent  Party  in  the  Senate  is  to  raise  the 
signal  flags  of  warning  when  he  finds 
such  criticisms  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  as  have  been 
appearing  in  the  press  recently.  I  know 
the  other  members  of  the  Commission  as 
well  as  I  know  the  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  I  have  great  confidence  in 
them  and  respect  for  them.  When  they 
think  the  situation  is  serious  enough  to 
cause  them  to  make  statements  of  criti¬ 
cism  as  to  proposals  to  increase  the 
Chairman’s  powers  which  appear  in  the 
press,  I  feel  that  it  is  my  duty  to  stand 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  urge  the 
committees  of  the  Senate  which  have 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject  at  least  to 
look  into  it  very  carefully.  We  have  a 
duty  to  see  to  it  that  no  legislation  is 
proposed  which  would  give  to  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Commission  what  I  have 
called  broad,  sweeping,  discretionary 
powers. 
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1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this 

bill,  H.  R.  8779  (pp.  8187-9).  Attached  to  this  Digest  are  statements  pertain¬ 
ing  to  the  measure. 

2.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES .  Reps.  Hope,  Andresen,  Hill,  Cooley,  and  Poage,  and  Sens. 

Aiken,  Young,  Thye,  Hickenlooper,  Schoeppel,  Ellender,  Johnston,  Holland,  and 
Anderson  were  appointed  conferees  on  S.  247 5,  to  aid  in  disposal  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  (pp.  8142-4,  8233-4)  • 

3.  FLOOD-CONTROL  APPROPRIATIONS.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 

H.  R.  8367,  the  Army  civil  functions  appropriation  bill  for  1955,  which  includes 
flood-control  items j  but  Sen.  Long  entered  a  motion  to  reconsider  the  Senate 
vote  (pp.  8155-8,  8209-10). 

4.  FORESTRY.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  2762,  to  revise  the  authority  of  the  Depari>- 

ment  to  issue  permits  for  construction  on  and  use  of  areas  within  the  national 
forests  for  various  purposes  connected  with  commercial  and  industrial  develop¬ 
ment,  public  use  by  State  and  other  governmental  agencies,  and  for  educational 
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end  recreational  purposes  (p.  8193).  -..w-itted  reports  on  "The  Government  in 

The  Government  Operations  Committee  s  tted  p  rt  190g)  and  „The 

'  “nrin°”sr- iaS  -TJk  4"  (H.  Kept.  1939)<p.  8241). 


5.  DISBURSING;  PATROLLING.  Agreed  to  the  conf ^p^ora  certiin°f “anoial' 
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duty  (p.  8208).  authorize  collection  of  indebtedness  of 

Government  personnel  resulting  from  erroneous  payments  (pp.  8208-9). 


6.  LAND  TRANSFERS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  r'mlandl^the^otid  of 

USDA  to  quitclaim  retained  rights  da  a tract  of  former  ™  lan  to  thc 

Education  of  Irwin  County,  Ga.  (p.  8189).  This  measure  .in 

PreSipassed  as  reported  R.  R.  4928,  to  authorize  sale  of  a  tract  of  land  at  the 
U.  S.  Quarantine  Station  to  Clifton,  N.  J.  (p.  8193). 
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contracts  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (p.  8198). 
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8.  PHILIPPINE  IMPORTS.  Discussed  and,  at  th®  ^Pba3?™®f’theSperiodeof 

H.  R.  9315,  to  provide  for  an  extension  on  a  reciproca!  basis  of  ^P  ^  ^ 

free  entry  of  Philippine  articles  into  the  S-  “P-  “  0  restrie- 

Vvm  Twmise  the  Philippine  Government  has  rejected  a  dui  w  *C1U  , 
UoLonimportation  ofvirginia  leaf  tobacco  into  the  Philippines,  (pp. 

8206-7.) 


9.  EDUCATION.  House  conferees  were  aPP®11^,011^* establish  a^JatioSrAd^ory3 
Hwp  rpqearch  in  education,  and  H.  R.  /4J4,  esuauxisn  , 

Committee  on  Education  (p.  8225).  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 


10.  BUILDINGS.  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  rpF°^  ™ h|^  f 
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of  the  Public  Buildings  Service  (p.  8237). 


11.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Williams,  N.  J.,  spoke  in  favor D°f  °f  f0VQ±S 

trade  and  the  Randall  Comnassion  recommendations  (pp.  8225  J3) 


12.  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY.  Rep.  Patman  criticized  the  current  policies  regarding 
Federal  Reserve  requirements,  etc.  (pp.  023/-^;. 


critical  materials  (H.  Doc.  44l)(P«  8240). 
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regarding  importation  of  diseased  animals. 
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making  of  mortgages  on  homes  and  farms  of  veterans  (p.  8197). 
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LEASE  PURCHASE 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  H.  R.  6342,  to  acquire  title  to  real  prop¬ 
erty  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  public 
buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts,  and 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to 
lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes.  It  was  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  conference  report  will  be  filed  Wed¬ 
nesday,  June  23. 


SANTA  MARGARITA  RIVER 

Conferees  met  again  in  executive  session  to  resolve  the 
differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.  R.  5731,  to  authorize  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  certain  facilities  to  provide  water 
for  irrigation  and  domestic  use  from  the  Santa  Mar¬ 
garita  River,  Calif.,  but  did  not  reach  final  agreement 
and  will  meet  again  Monday,  June  28. 


BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New  Laws 

( For  last  listing  of  public  laws,  see  Digest,  p.  Djo6) 

S.  251,  to  amend  the  U.  S.  Code  relating  to  docket  fees. 
Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  400). 

S.  1399,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
sell  certain  improvements  on  national  forest  land  in 
Arizona  to  the  Salt  River  Valley  Water  Users  Associa¬ 
tion.  Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  401). 

S.  1823,  to  allow  credit  in  connection  with  certain 
homestead  entries  for  military  or  naval  service  rendered 
during  the  Korean  conflict.  Signed  June  18,  1954 
(P.  L.  402). 

S.  3096,  utilization  of  physicians,  dentists,  or  special¬ 
ists  in  enlisted  grades  of  the  Armed  Forces.  Signed 
June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  403). 

S.  2761,  to  approve  repayment  contracts  negotiated 
with  Hermiston  and  West  Extension  Irrigation  Dis¬ 
tricts,  Oregon.  Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  404). 

S.  2773,  to  amend  act  providing  for  transportation  and 
distribution  of  mails  on  motor-vehicle  routes.  Signed 
June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  405). 

S.  3090,  to  authorize  the  transmission  and  disposition 
of  electric  energy  generated  at  Falcon  Dam  on  the  Rio 
Grande.  Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  406). 

S.  3524,  to  affirm  the  tempQrary  appointments  of  cer¬ 
tain  officers  of  the  Navy.  Signed  June  18,  1954  (  P.  L. 
4°7>- 

S.  3446,  authorizing  certain  rehabilitation  at  the  U.  S. 
Military  Academy.  Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  408). 

H.  R.  107,  transfer  of  the  site  of  the  original  Fort 
Buford,  N.  Dak.,  to  the  State  of  North  Dakota.  Signed 
June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  409). 

H.  R.  2226,  relating  to  pay  of  civilian  employees  of 
the  Navy  Department  appointed  for  duty  beyond  the 
continental  limits  of  the  U.  S.  and  in  Alaska.  Signed 
June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  410). 

H.  R.  8487,  to  provide  for  censuses  of  manufactures, 
mineral  industries,  and  other  businesses,  relating  to  the 
year  1954.  Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  411). 

H.  R.  6328,  permitting  exchange  of  certain  public 
lands  in  Waimea,  Kauai,  Hawaii.  Signed  June  18, 
1954  (P.  L.  412). 


H.  R.  2849,  to  amend  act  authorizing  transfer  of  cer¬ 
tain  land  from  War  Department  to  Hawaii.  Signed 
June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  413). 

H.  R.  5913,  to  simplify  the  handling  of  postage  on 
newspapers  and  periodicals.  Signed  June  18,  1954 
(P.  L.  414). 

H.  R.  5831,  authorizing  Hawaiian  Homes  Commis¬ 
sion  to  exchange  title  to  certain  lands  under  its  jurisdic¬ 
tion  for  publicly  owned  lands  of  equal  value.  Signed 
June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  415). 

H.  R.  5833,  authorizing  Hawaiian  commissioner  of 
public  lands  to  exchange  certain  public  lands  for  pri¬ 
vate  lands  of  equal  value  for  school  purposes.  Signed 
June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  416). 

H.  R.  6888,  granting  authority  to  Hawaiian  Homes 
Commission  to  lease  to  natives  homelands  of  irrigated 
pastoral  lands.  Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  417). 

H.  R.  6890,  to  extend  electric  light  and  power  fran¬ 
chise  to  cover  Waimea  and  Koloa,  Kauai,  Hawaii. 
Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  418). 

H.  R.  8092,  to  facilitate  the  entry  of  Philippine  traders. 
Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  419). 

H.  R.  6655,  to  amend  the  charter  of  the  Columbia 
Institution  for  the  Deaf.  Signed  June  18,  1954  (P.  L. 
420). 

H.  R.  8044,  to  extend  authorization  for  the  hospital¬ 
ization  of  certain  veterans  in  the  Philippines.  Signed 
June  18,  1954  (P.  L.  421). 

S.  1794,  to  reimburse  the  South  Dakota  State  Hos¬ 
pital  for  the  Insane  for  the  care  of  Indian  patients. 
Signed  June  21,  1954  (P.  L.  422). 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  WEDNESDAY, 
JUNE  23 

{All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated) 

Senate 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  executive,  on  S.  3052, 
general  farm^program,  2  p.  m.,  room  P-63,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee,  on  H.  R.  9203, 
legislative  and  judiciary  appropriations,  10  a.  m.,  room  F-37, 
Capitol;  full  committee,  executive,  on  Spanish  bases,  2  p.  m., 
room  F-39,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Subcommittee  on  Real  Estate 
and  Military  Construction,  executive,  on  AF  projects,  and  to  dis¬ 
cuss  H.  R.  9242,  military  public  works,  2  p.  m.,  room  P-38, 
Capitol. 
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Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  on  S.  76  and  S.  1118, 
bank  holding  company  legislation,  10  a.  m.,  301  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
Indian  Affairs,  on  S.  1072  and  S.  3043,  authorizing  long-term 
leasing  of  certain  restricted  Indian  lands,  10  a.  m.,  224  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  on  nomina¬ 
tion  of  John  C.  Doerfer,  Wisconsin,  to  be  member  of  FCC,  fol¬ 
lowed  by  executive  on  committee  business,  10  a.  m.,  room  G-i 6, 
Capitol. 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  Subcommittee  on 
Health,  on  S.  2868  and  H.  R.  7125,  regarding  residues  of  pesti¬ 
cide  chemicals  in  or  on  raw  agricultural  commodities,  10  a.  m., 
room  P-63,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  executive,  on  com¬ 
mittee  business,  10  a.  m.,  104-B  Senate  Office  Building. 

House 

Committtee  on  Agriculture,  to  resume  on  general  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  executive,  10  a.  m.,  1310  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  District  of  Columbia,  Subcommittee  on  H.  R. 
8663,  to  amend  the  Police  and  Firemen’s  Salary  Act  to  correct 
inequities  involving  reassignment  of  firemen;  and  H.  R.  9x14,  to 
increase  to  $3  per  diem  the  witness  fee  in  cases  in  the  criminal 
division  of  the  D.  C.  municipal  court;  to  be  followed  by  execu¬ 
tive  meeting  on  pending  bills,  9:30  a.  m.,  445  Old  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  on  draft  bill  Mutual  Security 
Program,  executive,  10  a.  m.,  room  G-3,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Brownson  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  resume  hearing  with  Foreign  Operations  Administra¬ 
tion  witnesses  relative  to  administration  of  the  Mutual  Security 
Program  in  foreign  countries,  10  a.  m.,  304  Old  House  Office 
Building. 

Riehlman  Subcommittee  on  Military  Operations  to  resume 
executive  consideration  of  the  Defense  Department’s  military 


research  and  development  programs,  10  a.  m.,  room  G-53, 
Capitol. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  on  H.  R. 
8898,  to  amend  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act  re  certificates  of  public 
convenience,  10  a.  m.,  1334  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Subcommittee  No.  4  on  S.  J.  Res. 
44,  H.  J.  Res.  27,  91,  and  194,  proposing  constitutional  amend- 
ments  relating  to  composition  and  jurisdiction  of  Supreme 
,  Court,  10  a.  m.,  327  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  1,  continuation  of  hearing  on  bills  out¬ 
lawing  the  Communist  Party  and  relating  to  Communist- 
infiltrated  organizations,  9:30  a.  m.,  346  Old  House  Office 
Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  5,  private  claims  (open)  and  executive 
on  pending  legislation,  10  a.  m.,  230  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  public  hear¬ 
ings  on  S.  3233,  to  provide  permanent  legislation  for  the  trans¬ 
portation  of  a  substantial  portion  of  waterborne  cargoes  in 
U.  S.-flag  vessels,  10  a.  m.,  219  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  Gross  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  H.  R.  1046,  relating  to  the  rate  of  postage  on  certain 
publications  entered  as  second-class  matter  prior  to  June  28, 
1932,  followed  by  Cole  subcommittee  on  H.  R.  7785,  8894,  and 
9586,  bills  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Act  regarding  pension  and 
annuities  increases,  10  a.  m.,  213  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control 
in  executive  session,  10  a.  m.,  1304  New  House  Office  Building. 

Joint  Committees 

Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy,  executive,  to  mark  up 
H.  R.  8862  and  S.  3323,  amend  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1946, 
10  a.  m.  and  2  p.  m.,  room  F-88,  Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  H.  R.  8680,  Interior  appropriations, 
10:30  a.  m.,  room  F-82,  Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  H.  R.  8873,  Defense  appropriations, 
1:30  p.  m.,  room  F-53,  Capitol. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Rep.  Hope  introduced  farm  program' bill.  Committee  was  authorized  to 
report  it  during  House  recess.  Senate  committee  voted  to  continue  rigid  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  took  other  actions  on  farm  program  bill.  Senate  passed  bill  to  continue 
trade  agreements  program  1  year.  Rejected  Ilundt  amendment  to  strengthen  Sec.  22  on 
farm  imports.  Sen.  Bowring  spoke  favoring  flexible  price  supports.  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  voted  to  report  bill  to  regulate  pesticidec  chemicals.  Sen.  Douglas  defended 
NRECA  regarding  amendment  to  increase  REA  appropriations.  Both  Houses  received 
buildings  lease**purchase  bill.  House  passed  measure  continuing  farm  housing  pro¬ 
gram  1  month.  House  committee  was  authorized  to  report  foreign  aid  bill  during 
House  recess.  Committee  voted  tb  report  this  bill,  and  it  was  cleared  by  Rules 
Committee. 
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Rep.  Chiperfield  introduced  this  bill. 

1  *  SENATE 

1.  FAR|T  PROGRAM.  The  ’’Daily  Digest"  states*  "Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

...continued  its  executive  consideration  of  5.  3052,...  following  which  it 
announced  the  following  actions*  (l)  By  a  vote  of  8  to  7,  agreed  to  extend 
mandatory  90  percent  of  parity  price  supports  for  the  basic  crops  for  1  more 
yearj  (2)  Agreed  to  retain  mandatory  price  supports  for  tung  nuts  and  honey 
between  60  and  90  percent  of  parity*  and  (3)  Agreed  to  introduce  a  separate  bill 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  agricultural 
conservation  payments  on  a  national  basis.  The  committee  defeated,  by  a  vote  of 
9  nays  to  6  yeas,  a  motion  to  extend  mandat ory  90  percent  of  parity  price 
supports  for  the  basic  crops  for  2  years."  (pp,  D731-2.) 

2.  TRADE  AGREEIEMTS.  Passed,  71  to  3,  with  amendment  H.  R.  9474,  to  continue  for  1 
year  (until  June  12,  1955)  the  President’s  authority  to  enter  into  reciprocal 

.e  agreements  (pp.  8345-78,  8381-416).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen,  John¬ 
son,  Colo,  (for  Sen.  Symington)  to  prohibit  action  under  this  authority  which 
ould  decrease  the  duty  on  any  article  by  an  amount  that  would  threaten  supplies 
to  meet  national  defense  needs  (pp.  8415-6).  Rejected  the  following  amendments: 
By  Sen.  Kundt,  providing  that  if  the  Tariff  Commission  finds  that  imports  of 
any  commodity  will  materially  hamper  the  price— support  program,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  shall  impose  up  to  50$  fees  on  such  articles j  by  a  23-52  vote  (pp. 
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8408-13). 

By  Bep.  Malone,  to  establish  a  Strategic  and  Critical  Minerals  and  Materials 
Authority  (pp.  8413-15 )» 

During  debate  on  the  bill.  Sen.  I!alone  stated  that  farmers  have  what  amounts  to 
a  protective  tariff  through  price  supports  (pp.  8376-7)® 

3.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Bowring  spoke  in  favor  of  the  Administration’ 
tions  for  flexible  price  supports  (pp.  8378-80). 

4-  REA  APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen,  Douglas  explained  the  development  of  his  amendment  to 
increase  the  REA  item  in  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  by  635  million  ard 
defended  the  activities  of  NRECA  in  this  regard  (pp..,  8417-19). 

\  / 

5.  PESTICIDE  CHEMICALS.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  voted  to  report  (bid 

did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  H,  R0  7125 ,  to  amend  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  with  respect  to  residues  of  pesticide  chemicals  in  or  on 
raw  agricultural  commodities  (p.  D732 ) » 

6.  BUILDINGS,-  Both  Houses  received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6342,  to  authoris 

GSA  to  acquire  real  property  and  to  provide  for  construction  of  public  buildiiQ 
thereon  ty  executing  purchase  contracts  (pp.  8419-21,  8427-9). 


s  recommenda- 


7.  VIRGIN  ISLANDS.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3378,  to  revise  the 

Virgin  Islands  organic  act,  with  a  provision  regarding  importation  of  diseased 
animals  (pp.  8335-40).  House  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed. 


8.  NOMINATION  of  Lewis  G.  Castle,  to  be  Administrator  of  the  St-a  Lawrence  Seaway 
Development  Corporation,  was  received  (pp.  8335,  8426), 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill  was  made  the  unfinished 
business .  Sen*  Knowland  indicated  that  the  Indian  extension  work  bill  would  be 


considered  today,  the  calendar  of  bills  would  be  read  Sat.,  and  debate  on  the 
tax  bill  would  begin  Mon®  (pp.  8416-7). 


HOUSE 


r 


10.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  House  Agriculture  Committee  considered  further  the  diverted3" 
acres  question  in  connection  with  the  farm  program  bill.  The  Committee  was 
authorized  to  report  the  bill,  H.  R„  9680,  during  the  House  recess  (until 
midnight  June  26).  It  is  expected  that  the  bill  will  be  reported  today,  (pp, 
8435,  D733.) 


11*  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not  act¬ 
ually  report)  H.  R.  9678,  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  The  Committee 

was  given  permission  to  have  until  midnight  tonight,  June  23>,  to  file  its 
report  and  the  Rules  Committee  granted  a  rule  providing  for  general  debate 
on,  and  waiving  points  of  order  against,  this  bill.  (pp.  D73U-50 


12.  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  this  bill, 
H.  R.  8873  (pp.  8U30-1).  The  Senate  has  not  yet  acted  upon  the  report. 


13.  HOUSING  LOANS.  Passed  1  without  amendment  S.  J,  Res.  167,  to  continue  various 


housing  laws  for  July  195U  pending  enactment  of  the  regular  housing  bill 
(p.  81*35) .  This  measure  authorizes  $8,500,000  additional  for  loans  under 
the  farm  housing  program  administered  by  this  Department,  plus  additional 
amounts  for  contribution  under  the  program.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President. 
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PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  PURCHASE  CONTRACT  ACT  OF  1954 
AND  POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT  PROPERTY  ACT  OF 
1954 


June  24,  1954. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Dondero,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 


CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  6342] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342) 
to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  certain  public  buildings  thereon  by 
executing  purchase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for 
other  purposes  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  2  and  12. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  4,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  13,  14,  16,  18,  20,  21,  22, 
23,  24,  25,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following :  Every  purchase  contract  entered  into  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  title  shall  provide  for  equal  annual  payments  for  the 
amortization  of  principal  with  interest  thereon  and  the  Administrator 
shall  not  enter  into  any  such  contract  unless  the  amount  of  the  annual 
payment  required  by  such  contract  plus  the  aggregate  of  the  annual 
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4  AMENDING  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  which  do  not  hind  the  government  for 
periods  exceeding  thirty  years  for  each  such  lease  agreement /  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

George  A.  Dondero, 

Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 

George  H.  Fallon, 

James  W.  Trimble, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Thomas  H.  Iyuchel, 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate . 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342),  an  act  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act 
of  1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  acquire 
title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  bindings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts;  to  extend 
the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post-office 
purposes;  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments, 
namely : 

The  bill,  as  amended,  would  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  title  to  real 
property  and  construction  of  public  buildings  by  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  and  the  Postmaster  General  through  purchase-con¬ 
tract  agreements,  and  for  term-lease  agreements  for  the  accommoda¬ 
tion  of  activities  of  the  Federal  Government.  This  legislation  would 
make  possible  the  construction  of  post  offices  and  other  Federal  build¬ 
ings  for  which  there  has  been  an  urgent  need  for  some  years  past. 
The  conferees  were  in  agreement  that  any  intermediate  method  which 
has  for  its  purpose  the  construction  of  Federal  buildings  and  which 
will  reduce  the  use  of  the  most  costly  straight  leasing  method  will 
result  in  substantial  overall  savings  to  the  Federal  Government.  The 
conferees  were  confident  that  the  lease-purchase  contract  method 
would  provide  such  overall  savings  and  should  be  adopted  as  a  sup¬ 
plementary  means  of  meeting  the  most  urgent  permanent  space 
requirements  to  be  used  when  the  direct-construction  method  is  not 
possible  of  attainment  due  to  budgetary  conditions. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  as  it  passed  the  House  contained  provisions 
which  constituted  broad  delegation  of  legislative  authority  to  the 
executive  department  with  respect  to  obtaining  buildings  for  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

The  Senate  amendments  provided  certain  restraints  upon  this  broad 
delegation  of  authority  and  likewise  provided  further  amendments  of 
a  restrictive  nature.  The  bill  with  the  Senate  amendments  fulfilled 
its  original  objective  of  providing  a  supplemental  method  of  obtaining 
Federal  building  space  but  only  under  certain  specified  criteria  and 
with  adequate  safeguards  to  preserve  the  legislative  responsibilities 
with  respect  to  authorizations  for  Federal  buildings. 

Two  amendments,  each  being  similar  in  character,  one  being  in  title  I 
and  the  other  in  title  II  presented  the  most  concern  to  the  conferees. 
These  are  the  amendments  dealing  with  prior  approval  of  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  before  any  lease-purchase  project  can  pro¬ 
ceed.  Certain  questions  concerning  the  constitutionality  of  these 
amendments  were  raised  by  the  executive  departments.  Although  the 
Senate  conferees  were  not  convinced  of  the  validity  of  those  questions, 
they  have  agreed  to  alternative  language  which  it  is  understood  will 
remove  the  constitutional  objections  of  the  executive  departments  and 
which  still  retains  the  same  degree  of  legislative  responsibility  as  in 
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the  Senate  amendments.  This  is  accomplished  by  prohibiting  the 
appropriation  of  funds  for  lease-purchase  projects  which  have  not  been 
approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works. 
The  original  Senate  language  prohibited  the  execution  of  any  lease- 
purchase  agreement  unless  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  or 
Postmaster  General  has  come  into  agreement  Avith  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works.  Under  the  new  conference  language,  committee  ap¬ 
proval  must  be  obtained  before  the  necessary  funds  can  be  appro¬ 
priated.  If  an  appropriation  should  be  proposed  without  committee 
approval,  such  appropriation  would  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 
Although  the  conferees  feel  that  such  a  proposal  would  not  be  made, 
it  is  their  intent  and  understanding  that  a  point  of  order  can  be  made 
and  sustained  against  appropriations  for  projects  lacking  committee 
approval. 

With  respect  to  the  use  of  funds  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  during 
the  fiscal  year  1955,  it  is  the  understanding  of  the  conferees  that  the 
General  Services  Administrator  and  the  Postmaster  General  may  use 
rental  funds  already  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  1955  within  the^ 
limits  of  the  amounts  specified  in  this  act  for  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments,  and  that  before  doing  so  they  will  obtain  committee  approval 
in  the  same  manner  as  they  must  do  before  securing  appropriations  for 
that  purpose  for  subsequent  fiscal  years. 

The  conferees  also  have  agreed  to  place  a  3-year  limitation  upon 
the  time  during  Avhich  lease-purchase  projects  may  be  approved. 

The  following  is  an  explanation  of  each  of  the  Senate  amendments, 
some  of  which  cover  minor  amendments : 

Amendment  No.  1,  provides  that  every  purchase  contract  entered 
into  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  shall  provide  for  equal 
annual  payments  for  the  amortization  of  principal  and  interest  but 
the  same  cannot  exceed  a  specific  limitation  to  be  provided  in  the 
annual  appropriation  acts.  Because  appropriations  have  already  been 
passed  for  the  fiscal  year  1955,  this  amendment  sets  a  specific  limitation 
for  that  fiscal  year.  The  Senate  by  its  amendment  had  set  that  limita¬ 
tion  at  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $4  million  and  the  House  prevailed 
upon  them  to  make  the  amount  $5  million.  Similar  language  to  that 
contained  in  this  amendment  is  likewise  found  in  title  II  with  respect 
to  the  Postmaster  General  and  in  that  section  the  limitation  on  the  / 
appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1955  is  set  at  $3  million.  The  reason  \ 
for  the  greater  amount  being  allowed  to  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  is  that  in  practical  application  the  Administrator  will  con¬ 
struct  buildings  which  will  be  occupied  by  the  Post  Office  Department 
as  well  as  by  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  and  is  also 
authorized,  upon  request  of  the  Postmaster  General,  to  construct 
buildings  for  post  office  purposes.  Normally  the  practice  is  when  a 
building  is  to  be  used  predominantly  by  the  Post  Office  Department, 
then  the  Postmaster  General  has  jurisdiction,  and  when  such  struc¬ 
tures  are  to  be  used  predominantly  by  agencies  of  the  Government 
other  than  the  Post  Office  Department,  even  though  some  space  may 
be  occupied  by  the  post  office,  then  the  jurisdiction  is  that  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services. 

The  amounts  allowed  for  the  fiscal  year  1955  were  considered  rea¬ 
sonable  by  the  respective  authorities  involved,  it  being  understood 
in  subsequent  fiscal  years  the  annual  appropriations  will  be  set  in  the 
appropriation  acts.  House  conferees  recede. 
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Amendment  No.  2,  constitutes  a  change  in  drafting  only  as  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  this  amendment  is  incorporated  in  the  new  language  for 
amendment  numbered  5.  In  amendment  No.  2  it  was  required  that 
the  purchase  contracts  have  the  approval  of  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  that  the  execution  of  such  contracts  be 
necessary  and  in  conformity  with  the  policy  of  the  President.  This 
language  has  now  been  eliminated  by  the  Senate  receding  from  its 
amendment  No.  2  and  the  language  stated  has  been  provided  for  in 
amendment  No.  5.  Senate  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  3,  sets  up  standards  for  the  cost  evaluation  of  the 
property  involved  in  any  purchase  contract.  It  is  understood  that 
the  item  “cost  of  improvements”  is  intended  to  mean  the  fair  value 
to  the  Government  of  improvements  to  be  constructed  (but  not  to 
exceed  the  total  expenditures  reasonably  incurred  by  the  contractor 
in  connection  with  the  provision  of  such  improvements  together  with 
a  reasonable  profit  thereon).  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  4,  eliminates  the  language  of  the  House  permitting 
)  an  exemption  for  purchase  contracts  calling  for  an  expenditure  of 
not  more  than  $50,000  per  annum.  The  language  developed  in  Senate 
amendment  No.  5  permits  no  exemptions.  The  House  conferees 
recede. 

Amendment  No.  5,  dealing  with  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion,  together  with  its  counterpart,  amendment  No.  15,  in  title  II  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  Post  Office  Department,  originally  required  that  no 
lease-purchase  agreement  could  be  executed  unless  the  appropriate 
executive  department  comes  into  agreement  with  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  with  respect  to  each  proposed  project.  For  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  such  agreement,  it  required  the  submission  of  certain  item¬ 
ized  data  describing  and  justifying  the  project.  The  conferees  have 
agreed  to  new  language  which  accomplishes  the  same  purpose  as  the 
original  Senate  amendment  and  which  is  understood  to  satisfy  the  pre¬ 
vious  constitutional  objections  of  the  executive  department.  The  per¬ 
tinent  part  of  the  new  language  reads  as  follows:  “No  appropriations 
shall  be  made  for  purchase  contract  projects  which  have  not  been 
approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  within  3 
.  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act.”  The  new  language  re- 
J  tains  the  requirement  for  submission  of  itemized  data  for  consideration 
by  the  committees.  The  substance  of  amendment  No.  2  requiring  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  incorporated  in  the  new 
language. 

It  is  understood  that  the  approval  procedures  provided  for  in  this 
language  will  also  be  observed  for  any  projects  proposed  in  the  fiscal 
year  1955  and  that  funds  appropriated  for  that  year  may  be  used  for 
projects  approved  in  that  manner  within  the  limits  of  the  amounts 
specified  in  this  act. 

The  original  House  language  required  merely  the  submission  of 
reports  30  days  prior  to  the  effective  dates  of  the  purchase  contracts 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  for  appropriate  reference  to  committees.  The  Senate 
considei’ed  that  the  use  of  such  language  was  too  broad  a  delegation 
of  authority  which  could  be  abused  and  lead  to  an  uncontrolled 
building  program  beyond  the  purposes  of  the  Congress.  The  Senate 
by  roll  call  vote  of  60  to  8  voted  against  the  original  House  language. 
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The  conferees  agreed  that  this  was  a  new  type  of  authorization  which 
has  many  experimental  aspects  and  therefore  felt  that  Congress  should 
put  adequate  restraints  upon  this  delegation  of  authority.  The  con¬ 
ferees  believe  that  the  language  now  agreed  to  provides  adequate 
safeguards.  The  conferees  also  agreed  to  language  which  would 
limit  the  approval  of  such  contracts  for  a  period  of  3  years  with  an 
opportunity  to  review  the  effectiveness  of  the  program  prior  to  that 
time  and  if  found  satisfactory  extension  of  the  program  could  then 
be  considered  by  the  Congress.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendments  No.  6,  No.  7,  and  No.  25,  provide  for  a  change  of  date 
from  1953  to  1954.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendments  No.  8,  No.  9,  and  No.  10,  are  considered  jointly  for  they 
deal  with  the  same  subject  matter.  The  Senate  felt  that  certain  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  were  so  broad  in  scope  that  it  would  be  possible  for 
the  Postmaster  General  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agreements  under 
which  any  or  all  of  the  more  than  3,100  Government-owned  post-office 
buildings  now  in  use  could  be  demolished  and  replaced  with  new  build¬ 
ings.  As  it  was  agreed  that  the  Postmaster  General  did  not  seek  nor 
desire  such  unlimited  authority,  the  conferees  have  recommended 
amendments  in  section  202  which  would  make  clear  that  this  authority 
cannot  be  applied  to  any  Government-owned  property  acquired  prior 
to  this  act  on  which  a  building  has  been  constructed  and  is  now  in 
use  for  postal  purposes.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  11,  changes  subsection  ( d )  to  ( e ).  House  con¬ 
ferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  12,  constitutes  a  change  in  drafting  only  and  in 
substance  is  incorporated  in  the  new  language  for  amendment  No.  15. 
It  will  affect  the  Postmaster  General  in  the  same  fashion  as  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  is  affected  in  the  explanation  set  forth 
with  respect  to  amendment  No.  2.  Senate  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  13,  affects  the  Postmaster  General  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  provided  in  the  statement  contained  herein  with  respect  to  amend¬ 
ment  No.  3  which  affects  the  Administrator  of  General  Services. 
House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  14,  changes  subsection  ( e )  to  (/).  House  con¬ 
ferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  15,  is  almost  identical  in  substance  with  the  state¬ 
ment  made  herein  with  respect  to  amendment  No.  5.  The  House  did 
not  provide  for  any  report  referrals  or  approval  by  the  committees 
with  respect  to  Post  Office  lease-purchase  agreements.  The  conferees 
agreed  that  the  delegation  of  this  authority  was  likewise  too  broad, 
therefore,  to  be  consistent  provided  for  the  same  safeguards  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Postmaster  General  as  were  provided  for  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  as  explained  in  the  statement  regarding 
amendment  No.  5.  In  similar  fashion  the  approval  of  lease-purchase 
contracts  executed  by  the  Postmaster  General  was  limited  for  a  period 
of  3  years.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  16,  provides  that  any  interest  in  real  property  ac¬ 
quired  thereunder  by  the  Postmaster  General  shall  be  subject  to  State 
and  local  taxes  until  title  passes  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States.  The  House  had  provided  such  a  provision  with  respect  to 
property  acquired  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  and  the 
conferees  agreed  that  a  similar  provision  should  be  contained  with 
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respect  to  properties  acquired  by  the  Postmaster  General.  House 
conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  IT  is  similar  in  most  of  all  its  aspects  to  the  state¬ 
ment  made  with  respect  to  amendment  No.  1  except  that  the  limitation 
for  the  fiscal  year  1955  appropriation  to  the  Post  Office  Department  is 
set  at  $3  million.  The  Senate  had  set  that  limitation  at  $1  million  and 
the  House  confei'ees  prevailed  upon  them  to  make  the  amount  $3  mil¬ 
lion.  In  subsequent  fiscal  years  the  annual  appropriations  will  be  set 
in  the  appropriation  acts.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendments  No.  18  and  No.  20  are  considered  jointly  for  they  deal 
with  the  same  subject  matter  and  provide  safeguards  to  make  certain 
that  the  post-office  sites  acquired  pursuant  to  section  101  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  1949,  as  well  as  the  existing  Government-owned  post 
offices  now  in  use  for  postal  purposes  cannot  be  disposed  of  for  the 
purposes  of  making  lease  agreements.  The  bill  as  it  passed  the  House 
did  not  contain  such  a  provision.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  19  sets  a  limit  of  30  years  on  the  length  of  the  lease 
\  periods  which  could  be  executed  under  this  act.  The  bill  as  it  passed 
'  the  House  contained  no  such  limitation.  It  was  felt  that  if  any  longer 
term  is  contemplated,  a  lease-purchase  contract  under  the  provisions 
of  section  202  would  be  preferable  to  straight  leasing.  House  con¬ 
ferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  21,  designates  a  new  subsection  as  (a).  House 
conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  22,  provides  that  the  amounts  received  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  from  sales,  leases  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired  will 
be  receipts  obtained  under  authority  of  title  II  of  this  act.  House 
conferees  recede. 

Amendments  No.  23  and  No.  24,  are  considered  jointly  for  they  deal 
with  the  same  subject  matter.  The  conferees  have  agreed  to  amend 
section  205  of  the  act  so  that  -when  any  funds  received  from  the  sale, 
lease  or  disposal  of  property  under  the  provisions  of  title  II  are  avail¬ 
able  to  be  credited  to  current  Post  Office  Department  appropriations, 
any  excess  of  the  amount  to  be  credited  over  the  amount  paid  for  the 
property  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 
Also,  if  any  property  acquired  pursuant  to  the  Public  Building  Acts 
of  1926  and  1949  should  be  transferred  to  the  Postmaster  General  and 
)  subsequently  sold  or  disposed  of,  any  amounts  received  from  such 
disposal  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 
House  conferees  recede. 

Gi&rge  A.  Dondero, 

Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
George  H.  Fallon, 

James  W.  Trimble, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Rouse. 
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Thus  it  follows  that  Senator  Aiken’s  criti¬ 
cism  of  NRECA’s  method  of  calculations  is 
unfounded.  As  in  prior  years,  NRECA’s 
analyses  of  the  stated  loan  fund  needs  of 
the  rural  electric  systems  were  conservative 
and  sound. 

2.  REPLY  TO  THE  CHARGE  THAT  NRECA  SUP¬ 
PORTED  ADDITIONAL  FUNDS  FOR  POLITICAL  PUR¬ 
POSES 

Senator  Aiken  then  charged  that  since,  in 
his  opinion,  the  extra  funds  were  not 
needed,  the  motive  for  the  NRECA  request, 
and  particularly  that  of  its  executive  man¬ 
ager,  was  political  and  designed  to  help  re¬ 
elect  certain  Democratic  candidates  to  the 
Senate. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth. 
NRECA,  through  its  legislative  committee 
and  its  executive  manager,  appeared  many 
times  before  committees  of  the  Congress 
during  both  Democratic  and  Republican  ad¬ 
ministrations  seeking  increase  in  loan  fund 
authorizations  above  the  administration’s 
budget  request.  No  such  charge  was  ever 
made  before. 

NRECA’s  legislative  committee,  not  its  ex¬ 
ecutive  manager,  determines  from  the  an¬ 
nual  survey  the  amount  of  new  loan  funds 
to  request  of  the  Congress.  The  executive 
manager  has  no  choice  but  to  support  the 
amount  requested  or  any  part  of  it  that  it 
seems  possible  to  get. 

NRECA’s  legislative  committee  is  composed 
of  able  rural  electric  leaders,  well  versed  in 
the  program’s  needs.  And  while  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  no  doubt  composed  of  both  Demo¬ 
crats  and  Republicans,  I  have  never  heard 
one  of  them  mention  the  program  in  that 
connection. 

Senator  Aiken  makes  much  of  a  telegram 
that  was  sent  by  the  executive  manager  on 
June  1  to  the  rural  electric  statewide  man¬ 
agers  and  generation  and  transmission  co¬ 
ops  urging  their  support  of  an  amendment 
to  increase  the  rural  electric  loan  funds  by 
$35  million  over  the  House -approved  figure 
of  $135  million.  He  inserted  the  telegram 
in  the  Congressional  Record.  It  reads  as 
follows : 

“REA  funds  taken  up  today  in  Senate  de¬ 
bate.  Senators  Douglas,  Humphrey,  Gil¬ 
lette  offered  amendment  to  increase  electric 
loan  fund  authorization  by  $35  million  addi¬ 
tional.  This  increase  essential  to  generation 
and  transmission  program.  All  proponents 
of  an  increase  in  REA  funds  have  finally 
agreed  to  support  this  amendment.  Rollcall 
vote  on  amendment  will  be  held  at  noon 
Wednesday,  June  2.  Imperative  you  wire 
n  your  Senators  immediately  to  support  this 
amendment  to  increase  REA  electric  loan 
funds  by  $35  million  and  that  you  contact 
managers  and  others  in  your  State  to  also 
wire  your  Senators. 

"Clyde  T.  Ellis, 

•‘Executive  Manager,  National  Rural 
Electric  Cooperative  Association.” 

But  Senator  Aiken  stated  that  this  tele¬ 
gram  was  sent  at  1  p.  m.  on  that  date,  which 
would  have  been  over  2  hours  before  the 
Douglas-Humphrey-Gillette  amendment  was 
introduced.  This  was  not  the  case.  On  the 
contrary,  this  telegram  was  not  sent  until 
8:21  p.  m.  Eastern  Standard  Time  (9:21 
p.  m„  Washington  time)  that  night,  some 
6  hours  after  the  D&uglas-Humphrey-Gil- 
lette  amendment  was  introduced  that  aft¬ 
ernoon.  This  is  verified  by  Western  Union’s 
records  and  by  a  telegram  in  our  hands  from 
Western  Union  to  that  effect. 

Note  that  the  telegram  quoted  above  is 
In  the  past  tense. 

Note  also  that  the  telegram  requested  sup¬ 
port  of  an  amendment  for  $35  million  which 
would  bring  the  total  amount  of  new  REA 
electric-loan  funds  for  next  fiscal  year  up 
to  only  $170  million,  still  $41  million  short 
of  NRECA’s  request.  It  was  decided  to  sup¬ 


port  this  $35  million  amendment  only  when 
it  appeared  that  no  amendment  providing 
for  a  larger  amount  would  be  offered. 

Further  corroborating  this  fact  is  the  tele¬ 
gram  which  the  executive  manager  sent  Sen¬ 
ator  Aiken  and  all  other  Senators  at  1  p.  m. 
that  day  asking  him  and  them  to  support 
NRECA’s  full  request;  not  the  smaller 
amount  of  $35  million.  And  at  1:30  p.  m., 
that  same  day  of  June  1,  the  executive  man¬ 
ager  wired  the  statewide  managers  and 
others  urging  them  to  contact  their  Senators 
in  support  of  NRECA’s  full  request  to  the 
Congress,  not  the  $35  million  amendment. 

I  repeat  that  it  was  only  after  the  end  of 
that  day’s  congressional  debates  and  only 
after  it  appeared  that  no  other  amendment 
would  be  offered  that  the  executive  manager 
sent  our  the  telegram  to  the  rural  electric 
statewide  organizations  and  others  asking 
their  support  of  an  amendment  which  had 
been  introduced  by  Senators  Douglas, 
Humphrey,  and  Gillette.  What  else  could 
the  executive  manager  have  done?  Could  he 
have  failed  to  support  that  amendment  be¬ 
cause  it  was  offered  by  three  Democratic 
Senators  who  will  be  candidates  for  reelec¬ 
tion?  Would  -Senator  Aiken  argue  that  it 
was  wrong  for  three  Republican  Senators 
who  are  up  for  reelection  to  vote  for  the 
amendment  as  they  did?  A  majority  of  the 
United  States  Senators  evidently  thought 
the  amendment  was  good.  They  voted  for 
it  and  it  passed. 

Senator  Aiken  also  alleged  that  NRECA 
had  not  told  the  rural  electric  systems  “the 
whole  story”;  that  it  had  not  kept  them 
advised  as  to  the  loan-fund  needs. 

On  the  contrary,  NRECA  has  kept  the  di¬ 
rectors  and  managers  of  the  rural  electric 
systems,  approximately  11,000  of  them,  well 
and  fully  advised  at  all  stages  as  to  their 
total  loan-fund  needs  as  same  appeared  from 
analyses  of  the  annual  survey  questionnaires 
and  from  the  legislative  committee  deter¬ 
minations.  This  has  been  done  through 
several  memorandums  to  the  rural  electric 
system  directors  and  managers  and  through 
articles  published  in  their  own  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  magazine.  Rural  Electrification 
magazine  is  sent  regularly  also  to  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  including  Senator  Aiken. 
Several  of  these  articles  appeared  in  the 
magazine  as  follows:  February  1954  issue, 
page  15;  March  1954  issue,  page  3;  May  1954 
issue,  pages  3,  11,  and  26;  June  1954  issue, 
page  32. 

Furthermore,  the  25  State  papers  of  the 
rural  electric  systems,  with  a  total  consumer- 
member  circulation  of  nearly  2  million  farm 
families,  have  done  an  excellent  job  of  keep¬ 
ing  their  individual  members  advised,  and 
so  also  have  the  rest  of  the  systems  through 
their  own  newsletters  and  other  communi¬ 
cations  with  their  consumer-members. 

NRECA  is  strictly  nonpartisan.  Its  Board 
of  Directors  and  staff  are  Republicans,  Demo¬ 
crats  and  Independents.  So  are  the  11,000 
directors  and  managers  of  its  member  sys¬ 
tems.  So  also  are  the  4  million  farm  families 
receiving  rural  electric  system  service.  But 
as  far  as  I  know,  none  of  them  ever  thinks 
of  the  program  in  terms  of  partisan  politics. 
They  do  think  of  it  in  terms  of  who  is  “fer 
and  who  is  agin  em.”  And  anyone  who  will 
visit  some  of  the  nearly  1,000  annual  mem¬ 
bership  meetings  that  will  be  held  through¬ 
out  the  land  this  summer  and  attended  by 
some  two  million  people  will  have  no  doubt 
about  it. 

As  one  final  thought,  I  would  ask  the 
question ;  Which  would  be  more  helpful 
politically  to  the  administration  in  power — 
for  congress  to  approve  adequate  electric 
loan  funds  for  the  farmers  or  inadequate 
funds? 

Clyde  T.  Ellis. 


CONSTRUCTION  OP  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  LEASE- 

PURCHASE  CONTRACTS — CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  on  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend 
the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property 
and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of 
certain  public  buildings  thereon  by  ex¬ 
ecuting  purchase  contracts;  to  extend 
the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General 
to  lease  quarters  for  post  office  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes,  together  with  a 
statement  of  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  report  and  accompanying 
statement  of  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate  be  printed  in  full  in  the 
Record,  so  that  Members  of  the  Senate 
may  be  acquainted  with  what  the  report 
contains. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  received,  and  will  lie  on  the 
table;  and,  without  objection,  the  report 
and  statement  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  report  and  statement  are  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

Conference  Report 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6342)  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of 
1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property 
and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of 
the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  2  and  12. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  3,  4,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  13,  14,  16,  18,  20, 
21,  22,  23,  24,  25,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following: 

“Every  purchase  contract  entered  into  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  title  shall  provide  for  equal 
annual  payments  for  the  amortization  of 
principal  with  interest  thereon  and  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  not  enter  into  any  such 
contract  unless  the  amount  of  the  annual 
payment  required  by  such  contract  plus  the 
aggregate  of  the  annual  payments  required 
by  all  other  purchase  contracts  entered  into 
during  the  same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  the 
specific  limitations  on  such  payments  which 
shall  be  provided  in  appropriation  acts:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a  limitation 
of  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  is  hereby  estab¬ 
lished  for  such  purpose.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
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lng:  “such  agreement  has  been  approved 
by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
as  evidenced  by  a  written  statement  of  such 
officer  to  the  effect  that  the  execution  of  such 
agreement  is  necessary  and  is  in  conformity 
with  the  policy  of  the  President.  No  appro¬ 
priations  shall  be  made  for  purchase  contract 
projects  which  have  not  been  approved  by 
resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  respectively,  within  3  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  For 
the  purpose  of  securing  consideration  of 
said  approval  the  Administrator  shall  trans¬ 
mit  to  each  such  committee  a  prospectus  of 
the  proposed  project,  including  (but  not 
limited  to)  — 

“(1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building 
located  or  to  be  erected  at  a  given  location; 

"(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of 
site  and  building  together  with  the  term  of 
years  over  which  payments  would  run  and 
the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would  be 
acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such  cost; 

“(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space 
6igned  by  the  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies 
which  will  use  the  facility; 

“(4)  a  statement  by  the  Administrator  of 
the  General  Services  Administration  that 
suitable  space  owned  by  the  Government  is 
not  available  and  that  suitable  rental  space 
is  not  available  at  a  price  commensurate 
with  that  to  be  afforded  through  the  contract 
proposed; 

“(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  cus¬ 
todial,  heat  and  utility  services  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of 
their  probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any 
part  by  the  Government; 

"(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for 
tax  liability,  upkeep  and  maintenance  of 
the  property  by  either  the  contractor  or  the 
Government  during  the  period  of  the  con¬ 
tract; 

“(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  hous¬ 
ing  costs  currently  being  paid  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in 
the  building  to  be  erected;  and 

“(8)  a  statement  in  writing  by  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that 
the  project  is  necessary  and  in  conformity 
with  the  policy  of  the  President.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  15.  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

“(g)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment  shall  be  executed  under  this  section 
unless  such  agreement  has  been  approved 
by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
as  evidenced  by  a  written  statement  of  such 
officer  to  the  effect  that  the  execution  of 
such  agreement  is  necessary  and  is  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  policy  of  the  President. 
No  appropriations  shall  be  made  for  lease- 
purchase  projects  which  have  not  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively, 
within  three  years  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act.  For  the  purpose  of  secur¬ 
ing  consideration  of  said  approval  the  Post¬ 
master  General  shall  transmit  to  each  such 
Committee  a  prospectus  of  the  proposed 
project,  including  (but  not  limited  to)  — 

“(1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building 
located  or  to  be  erected  at  a  given  location; 

“(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of 
site  and  building  together  with  the  term  of 
years  over  which  payments  would  run  and 
the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would  be 
acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such 
cost; 

“(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space 
signed  by  the  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies 
which  will  use  the  facility; 

“(4)  a  statement  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 


eral  that  suitable  space  owned  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  not  available  and  that  suitable 
rental  space  is  not  available  at  a  price  com¬ 
mensurate  with  that  to  be  afforded  through 
the  contract  proposed; 

“(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  cus¬ 
todial,  heat  and  utility  services  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of 
their  probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any 
part  by  the  Government; 

“(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for 
tax  liability,  upkeep  and  maintenance  of  the 
property  by  either  the  contractor  or  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  during  the  period  of  the  contract; 

“(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  hous¬ 
ing  costs  currently  being  paid  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in 
the  building  to  be  erected;  and 

“(8)  a  statement  in  writing  by  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the 
project  is  necessary  and  in  conformity  with 
the  policy  of  the  President.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  17:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  17,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“(4  Every  lease-purchase  agreement  en¬ 
tered  into  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  equal  annual  payments  for  the 
amortization  of  principal  with  interest  there¬ 
on  and  the  Postmaster  General  shall  not 
enter  into  any  such  contract  unless  the 
amount  of  the  annual  payment  required  by 
such  contract  plus  the  aggregate  of  the  an¬ 
nual  payments  required  by  all  other  lease- 
purchase  agreements  entered  into  during  the 
same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  the  specific 
limitations  on  such  payments  which  shall 
be  provided  in  appropriation  acts:  Provided, 
That  prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a  limitation  of 
not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  is  hereby  established 
for  such  purpose.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  19:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “which  do  not  bind  the  government  for 
periods  exceeding  thirty  years  for  each  such 
lease  agreement.”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate, 
George  A.  Dondero, 

Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 

George  H.  Fallon, 

James  W.  Trimble, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Statement  or  the  Managers  on  the  Part  of 
the  Senate  to  Accompany  Report  of 
Senate  Conferees  on  H.  R.  6342 
The  purpose  of  this  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  Is 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  title  to  real 
property  and  construction  of  public  build¬ 
ings  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv¬ 
ices  and  the  Postmaster  General  through 
purchase-contract  agreements,  and  for  term- 
lease  agreements  for  the  accommodation  of 
the  activities  of  the  Federal  Government.  It 
provides  a  supplemental  method  of  securing 
building  space  which  would  be  used  only  in 
accordance  with  specified  conditions  and 
criteria. 

When  this  bill  was  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  it  contained  provisions 
which  constituted  a  broad  delegation  of 
legislative  authority  to  the  Executive  De- 
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partment  with  respect  to  obtaining  build¬ 
ings  for  activities  of  the  Federal  Government. 

After  considering  those  provisions,  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  recommended 
certain  restraints  upon  this  broad  delegation 
of  authority.  The  Senate  accepted  these  re¬ 
straints  and  added  further  amendments  of  a 
restrictive  nature.  As  passed  by  the  Senate, 
the  bill  fulfilled  its  original  objective  of  pro¬ 
viding  a  supplemental  method  of  obtaining 
Federal  building  space  but  only  under  cer¬ 
tain  specified  criteria  and  with  adequate 
safeguards  to  preserve  the  legislative  respon¬ 
sibilities  with  respect  to  authorizations  for 
Federal  buildings. 

Under  the  agreement  recommended  by  the 
conferees,  the  substance  of  all  of  the  Senate 
amendments  is  retained  in  the  Act.  Many 
of  tile  Senate  amendments  are  agreed  to  in 
their  entirety.  Other  Senate  amendments 
are  modified  for  purposes  of  clarification. 

Two  similar  amendments,  one  each  in  Ti¬ 
tle  I  and  Title  II,  presented  the  most  con¬ 
cern  to  the  conferees.  These  are  the  amend¬ 
ments  dealing  with  prior  approval  of  the 
Committees  on  Public  Works  before  any 
lease-purchase  project  can  proceed.  Certain 
questions  concerning  the  constitutionality  of 
these  amendments  were  raised  by  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Departments.  Although  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  are  not  convinced  of  the  validity  of 
those  questions,  they  have  agreed  to  alter¬ 
native  language  which  it  is  understood  will 
remove  the  constitutional  objections  of  the 
Executive  Departments  and  which  still  re¬ 
tains  the  same  degree  of  legislative  respon¬ 
sibility  as  in  the  Senate  amendments.  This 
is  accomplished  by  prohibiting  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  lease-purchase  projects 
which  have  not  been  approved  by  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works.  The  original  Senate  language  pro¬ 
hibited  the  execution  of  any  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreement  unless  the  Administrator 
or  Postmaster  General  has  come  into  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Committees  on  Public  Works. 
Under  the  new  conference  language.  Com¬ 
mittee  approval  must  be  obtained  before 
the  necessary  funds  can  be  appropriated. 
If  an  appropriation  should  be  proposed  with¬ 
out  Committee  approval,  such  appropriation 
would  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  Al¬ 
though  the  conferees  feel  that  such  a  pro¬ 
posal  would  not  be  made,  it  is  their  intent 
and  understanding  that  a  point  of  order  can 
be  made  and  sustained  against  appropria¬ 
tions  for  projects  lacking  Committee  ap¬ 
proval. 

With  respect  to  the  use  of  funds  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  during  the  fiscal  year 
1955.  it  is  the  understanding  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  that  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tor  and  the  Postmaster  General  may  use 
rental  funds  already  appropriated  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1955  within  the  limits  of  the 
amounts  specified  in  this  Act  for  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements,  and  that  before  doing  so 
they  will  obtain  Committee  approval  in  the 
same  manner  as  they  must  do  before  securing 
appropriations  for  that  purpose  for  subse¬ 
quent  fiscal  years. 

The  conferees  also  have  agreed  to  place  a 
three-year  limitation  upon  the  time  during 
which  lease-purchase  projects  may  be  ap¬ 
proved. 

The  following  Is  an  explanation  of  the 
action  of  the  conferees  on  each  Senate 
amendment: 

The  House  recedes  and  agrees  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Senate  amendments:  3,  4,  6,  7.  9, 
10.  11.  13,  14,  16,  18,  20,  21,  22,  23,  24,  and  25. 

The  Senate  recedes  from  its  amendments 
numbered  2  and  12.  'The  substance  of  these 
amendments  is  incorporated  in  the  new  lan¬ 
guage  for  amendments  numbered  5  and  15. 
This  constitutes  a  change  in  drafting  only. 

Amendment  No.  1:  The  Senate  language 
is  retained  with  a  modification  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  requirement  for  equal  annual 
payments  applies  to  amortization  of  princi¬ 
pal  with  interest  thereon  and  does  not  in- 
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elude  variable  items  such  as  tax  payments. 
At  the  insistence  of  the  House,  the  Senate 
also  agrees  to  increase  the  limitation  on  ex¬ 
penditures  during  the  fiscal  year  1955  from 
$4,000,000  to  $5,000,000.  The  House  had  no 
such  limitation. 

Amendment  No.  17:  This  is  the  same  as 
amendment  No.  1  except  that  it  applies  to 
the  Post  Office  Department.  The  Senate 
language  is  retained  with  the  clarifying 
change  explained  above.  The  limitation  on 
the  1955  expenditures  is  increased  from 
$1,000,000  to  $3,000,000  at  the  insistence  of 
the  House.  The  House  had  no  such  limi¬ 
tation. 

Amendment  No.  5:  This  amendment,  to¬ 
gether  with  its  counterpart,  Amendment  No. 
15,  in  Title  II  dealing  with  the  Post  Office 
Department,  originally  required  that  no 
lease-purchase  agreement  could  be  executed 
unless  the  appropriate  executive  department 
comes  into  agreement  with  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works  with  respect  to  each  pro¬ 
posed  project.  For  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
such  agreement,  it  required  the  submission 
of  certain  itemized  data  describing  and  justi¬ 
fying  the  project.  The  conferees  agree  to 
new  language  which  accomplishes  the  same 
purpose  as  the  original  Senate  amendment 
and  which  is  understood  to  satisfy  the  pre¬ 
vious  constitutional  objections  of  the  Exeou- 
tive  Department.  The  pertinent  part  of  the 
new  language  reads  as  follows:  "No  appro¬ 
priations  shall  be  made  for  purchase  con¬ 
tract  projects  which  have  not  been  approved 
by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  respectively,  within  three 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.”  The  new  language  retains  the  require¬ 
ment  for  submission  of  itemized  data  for 
consideration  by  the  Committees.  The  sub¬ 
stance  of  Amendment  No.  2  requiring  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  new  language. 

It  is  understood  that  the  approval  proce¬ 
dures  provided  for  in  this  language  will  also 
he  observed  for  any  projects  proposed  in  the 
fiscal  year  1955  and  that  funds  appropriated 
for  that  year  may  be  used  for  projects  ap¬ 
proved  in  that  manner  within  the  limits  of 
the  amounts  specified  in  this  Act. 

Amendment  No.  15:  This  is  modified  in 
exactly  the  same  way  as  Amendment  No.  5 
as  explained  above. 

Amendment  No.  19:  The  substance  of  this 
amendment  is  retained  with  clarifying  lan¬ 
guage  which  has  the  effect  of  permitting  op¬ 
tions  beyond  the  30-year  period  only  if  they 
are  not  binding  upon  the  government. 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


THE  BUREAU  OP  INTERNAL  REV¬ 
ENUE — DELINQUENT  TAX  AC¬ 
COUNTS  IN  THE  THIRD  COLLEC¬ 
TION  DISTRICT  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  we 
all  remember  the  scandalous  situation 
which  existed  in  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  in  1951.  At  this  time  I  wish  to 
review  briefly  the  conditions  which  ex¬ 
isted  in  the  third  collection  district  in 
New  York. 

At  the  time  of  the  exposure  of  the 
scandals  in  that  area,  and  at  my  request, 
the  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue 
furnished  certain  information  which 
established  the  fact  that  as  of  January 
1, 1951,  there  were  630  delinquent  tax  ac¬ 
counts  in  excess  of  $25,000  in  the  third 
collection  district  in  New  York  alone, 
totaling  about  $130  million. 

Last  year,  under  date  of  February  19, 
1953,  I  directed  a  letter  to  Hon.  T.  Cole¬ 
man  Andrews,  Commissioner  of  Internal 
Revenue  asking  for  a  review  of  the  suc¬ 
cess  which  they  had  had  in  the  collection 
of  some  of  these  items. 

I  received  a  reply  from  Mr.  Andrews, 
in  which  he  outlined  in  detail  a  report 
on  180  of  the  630  cases.  The  report 
shows  that  out  of  the  180  cases,  involv¬ 
ing  a  little  more  than  $44  y2  million,  there 
has  been  collected  $1,600,000,  or  about  4 
percent.  Many  cases  have  been  com¬ 
promised  for  inability  to  pay,  others 
bankrupt,  and  others  still  delinquent. 

All  of  this  list  represents  cases  which 
as  of  January  1,  1951,  had  been  reported 
as  outstanding.  Many  had  not  even  been 
billed  for  their  delinquency  at  the  time 
the  investigation  was  started. 

The  loose  management  and  careless 
conditions  in  that  office  are  inde¬ 
scribable. 

At  this  point  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
text  of  my  letter  to  Mr.  Andrews,  dated 
February  19,  1954,  and-his  reply  thereto, 
dated  April  14,  1954,  together  with  the 
report  outlining  the  180  cases. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  corre¬ 
spondence  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

February  19,  1954. 
Mr.  T.  Coleman  Andrews, 

Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue, 
Department  of  the  Treasury, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Andrews:  Following  the  removal 
of  Collector  Johnson  from  the  third  collec¬ 


tion  district  in  New  York,  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment,  upon  my  request,  furnished  an 
inventory  comprising  approximately  630 
delinquent  tax  accounts  in  excess  of  $25,000 
each  and  totaling  around  $130  million. 

How  many  of  these  accounts  were  settled 
without  payment  (or  abated) ,  and  how  much 
money  was  involved  in  the  mark-off  in  this 
particular  office  during  the  past  2  years? 

Yours  sincerely, 

John  J.  Williams. 

United  States  Treasury  Department, 

Washington,  April  14,  1954. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

United.  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  On  March  25,  1954,  As¬ 
sistant  Commissioner  Winkle  informed  you 
that  we  were  taking  steps  to  bring  up  to 
date  the  information  which  you  had  re¬ 
quested  in  connection  with  a  list  of  accounts 
in  excess  of  $25,000  outstanding  on  the  books 
of  our  upper  Manhattan  district  office  as  of 
January  1,  1951.  This  letter  followed  a  visit 
which  Mr.  Winkle  made  to  your  office  to  ex¬ 
plain  to  you  the  reasons  for  the  unfortunate 
delay  that  has  been  involved  in  answering 
your  original  request  for  information  con¬ 
cerning  these  accounts. 

As  I  understand  your  letter  you  wish  to  be 
furnished  with  the  names  of  the  taxpayers 
against  whom  these  accounts  were  out¬ 
standing  as  of  January  1,  1951,  together  with 
information  in  each  case  which  will  show 
whether  the  account  is  still  outstanding  or 
whether  it  has  been  abated  and,  if  abated, 
the  reasons  for  the  abatement. 

The  attached  list  sets  forth  all  Informa¬ 
tion  which  we  believe  can  be  furnished  you 
within  the  limitations  contained  in  section 
55  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code.  It  con¬ 
tains  the  names  of  180  taxpayers  and  in¬ 
cludes  not  only  those  whose  accounts  were 
written  off  because  of  acceptance  of  offers 
in  compromise,  but  others  which,  because 
of  some  action  on  the  part  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  or  the  taxpayers,  are  also  of  public 
record.  In  each  such  case  we  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  furnish  as  complete  a  record  as 
possible,  and,  to  this  end,  the  list  shows  the 
amounts  in  the  accounts  at  the  time  they 
became  of  public  record  and  the  status 
changes  occurring  thereafter. 

We  regret  that  we  are  unable  to  give  you 
detailed  information  with  respect  to  the  re¬ 
maining  445  taxpayers,  or  to  the  accounts  of 
the  above-mentioned  taxpayers  which  are 
not  of  public  record,  because  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  to  do  so  would  be  in  violation 
of  section  55  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 

I  trust  that  this  information  is  responsive 
to  your  request. 

Very  truly  yours, 

O.  Gordon  Delk, 

Acting  Commissioner. 


Taxpayer 

Balance  due  of 
public  record 

Balance  due, 
Dec.  31,  1953 

Remarks 

Acme  Summit  Mills,  Inc.,  245  5th  Ave.,  New  York  City . . 

$417, 433.  00 

0 

Offer  of  $240,000,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise  of 
tax  balance  of  $417,433.  Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was 
abated . 

Offer  of  $68,000,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise  of 
$178,494.38  and  certain  other  accounts  not  included  in  the  original 
list  of  accounts  here  involved.  Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance 
was  abated. 

Offer  of  $15,000,  based  on  inability  to  pay  and  doubt  as  to  liability, 

Percy  Adamson,  1230  6th  Ave.,  New  York  City _ - _ 

178,  494. 38 

40, 851. 94 

25, 892.  62 

128, 925.  69 

0 

Harry  Bemlioltz,  1840  77tli  St.,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y _ _ 

$40, 851. 94 

William  H.  and  Blanche  Blath,  150-11  7th  Ave.,  Whitestonc,  N.  Y _ 

William  F.  Carey,  405  Lexington  Ave.,  New  York  City _ 

0 

128, 925.  69 

accepted  in  compromise  of  balance  of  $40,851.94  which  has  not  as 
yet  been  abated. 

Offer  of  $3,500  accepted  in  compromise  of  balance  of  $25,892.62.  Upon 
payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was  abated. 

Offer  of  $.50,000  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise  of 

Jerome  Chaims,  302  West  12th  St.,  New  York  City _ 

79, 087. 04 

0 

tax  balance  of  $128,925.69,  which  has  not  as  yet  been  abated. 

Offer  of  $5,000  accepted  in  compromise  of  the  balance  of  $79,087.04. 

123, 250. 08 

0 

Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was  abated. 

Offer  of  $31,742.20,  based  on  inability  to  pay  and  its  doubt  as  to  liabil- 

67, 490. 36 

0 

ity,  accepted  in  compromise  of  balance  of  $123,250.08.  Upon  pay¬ 
ment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was  abated. 

Offer  of  $20,325.52,  based  on  inability  to  pay  and  doubt  as  to  liability. 

accepted  in  compromise  of  balance  of  $67,490.36.  Upon  payment  of 
offer,  tax  balance  was  abated. 
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Taxpayer 

Balance  due  of 
public  record 

Balance  due, 
Dec.  31,  1953 

Edith  Q.  Goldwasser,  465  West  End  Ave.,  New  York  City . 

$193, 322. 01 

0 

J3naug,  Inc.,  430  Lexington  Ave.,  New  York  City . 

131,478.27 

0 

Harry  Jonas,  2  East  88th  St.,  New  York  City . - . 

25,  587.  28 

0 

Estate  of  Joseph  Jonas,  130  East  75th  St.,  New  York  City . 

25,  521.  68 

0 

J  Edward  and  Hilda  Jones,  100  Morris  Lane,  Scarsdale,  N.  Y . 

142,  723.  38 

$142,723. 38 

Julius  Kaplan,  138  West  21st  St.,  New  York  City . 

32, 199.  36 

32, 199. 36 

Mark  D.  and  Beatrice  Leff,  Miami  Beach,  Fla . 

49,  894.  90 

0 

Marin  Malpi  (formerly  Elsei  Lippman),  530  5th  Ave.,  New  York  City. 

53, 864. 35 

0 

James  A.  Moffet,  4  East  72d  St.,  New  York  City - 

159, 686. 96 

159, 686. 96 

George  D.  Murphy,  104  Cleveland  Ave.,  Rockville  Centre,  Long 

134, 386. 73 

0 

Island,  N.  Y. 

David  Spector,  2157  Wallace  Ave.,  Bronx,  N.  Y._ . . . 

30, 209. 87 

30,  209. 87 

Nathan  I.  Tall,  2825  Claflin  Ave.,  Bronx,  N.  Y . . 

37, 898. 81 

0 

Alfred  Wynschenk,  Jr.,  139  East  35th  St.,  New  York  City . - . 

29,  982.  69 

0 

Air  Cargo  Transport  Corp.,  Ninth  Precinct  Bldg.,  Newark  Airport, 

49, 783. 13 

23, 456.  81 

Newark,  N.  J 

Bremer  Tool  Corp.,  211  Spring  St.,  Staten  Island,  N.  Y - - 

42. 035.  62 

42,  035.  62 

Broadway  and  50th  Enterprises,  Inc.,  care  of  Harry  V.  Chafan, 

223,  605.  91 

223,605.91 

trustee,  53  Park  PI.,  New  York  City. 

P.  B.  Clark,  Inc.,  122  West  30th  St.,  New  York  City - - 

44,  925. 41 

36,  732.  36 

Commonwealth  Aircraft,  Inc.,  521  5th  Ave.,  New  York  City - 

430, 902.  55 

430,  902.  55 

Corset  &  Brassiere  Trade  Center,  Inc.,  255  5th  Ave.,  New  York  City.. 

508, 826.  20 

490,  187. 12 

F.  B.  Operating  Corp.,  doing  business  as  Folies  Bergere,  26  West  47th 

28,  880.  53 

28,  880.  53 

St.,  New  York  City. 

Fontaine  Products  Corp.,  306  East  61st  St.,  New  York  City . 

102.  984. 10 

102,  984.  10 

396, 167.  55 

396,  167.  55 

William  Giglio,  also  known  as  Emanuel  J.  Giglio,  care  of  Louis  J.  Roth, 

289,  089.  33 

0 

166  West32d  St.,  New  York  City. 

Norbert  S.  Qlasschieb,  care  of  Louis  H.  Saper,  trustee  in  bankruptcy, 

32, 885.  04 

32, 885. 04 

19  Rector  St.,  New  York  City. 

King  Novelty  Co.,  Inc.,  30  West  36th  St.,  New  York  City _ 

26, 055.  44 

25, 353. 46 

Kreidman  Bros.,  Inc.,  care  of  Alexander  T.  McLeod,  trustee  in  bank- 

194.  309.  33 

194,  309. 33 

ruptcy,  American  Fur  Merchants  Association,  Inc.,  393  7th  Ave., 
New  York  City. 

Anthony  C.  LaRooca,  Inc.,  Leonard  Weintraub,  assignee  for  benefit 

388,  061.  83 

386,  549.  62 

of  creditors,  551  5th  Ave.,  New  York  City. 

Nicholas  &  Co.,  importers,  420  Lexington  Ave.,  New  York  City _ 

65, 175. 07 

55, 175. 07 

Ovington’s  Gift  Shop,  437  5th  Ave.,  New  York  City _ 

170,  634.  25 

156,  886.  24 

Press  Wireless,  Inc.,  1475  Broadway,  New  York  City _ 

69,145.  34 

21, 145. 13 

I'ressuroiube,  Inc.,  609  West  134th  St.,  New  York  City _ 

6.  269,  486.  59 

6,  269,  486.  59 

Radio  Navigational  Instrument  Corp.,  305  East  63d  St.,  New  York 

118, 236.  79 

118,  236.  79 

City. 

Rubel  Jewelry  Manufacturing  Co.,  6665th  Ave.,  New  York  City _ 

173,  566.  87 

152,  849. 18 

Estate  of  Eugene  Berthiaume,  Waldorf  Astoria  Hotel,  Park  Ave.  and 

275,  251.  84 

275,  261.  84 

50th  St.,  New  York  City. 

Maurice  E.  Bretzfield,  deceased,  care  of  Dorothy  S.  Bretzfield,  35  East 

70,  840.  08 

61,  398. 19 

76th  St.,  New  York  City. 

Ezra  S.  Brockway,  deceased,  14  Birchwood  Lane,  Great  Neck,  N.  Y__ 

213,  890. 09 

206,  488.  60 

Max  Jelin,  New  York  City _ _ _ _ _ _ 

263,311.45 

261,325.78 

Samuel  LutkofT,  deceased,  Rose  Lutkoff,  executrix,  900  West  End 

47, 756. 82 

47,601.82 

Ave.,  New  York  City. 

Lawrence  S.  and  Julia  Morris,  care  of  Samuel  Adelman,  trustee  in 

25, 082.  26 

26,  082.  26 

bankruptcy,  261  Broadway,  New  York  City. 

Elias  Robinson,  320  West  90th  St.,  New  York  City . . . 

37,  531. 35 

37,  380. 30 

Estate  of  Bernard  Turell,  Norman  Turrell,  administrator,  1364  Noel 

89, 609.  78 

59, 151.  82 

Ave.,  Newlitt,  N.  Y. 

Ab-EU  Restaurant,  Inc..  725  7th  Ave.,  New  York  City  _ _ 

32,  276.  35 

32,  276.  35 

D  11.  Ahrend  &  Co.,  325  East  44th  St.,  New  York  City _ _ 

54,  341.  54 

54,  341.  54 

Allen  Trucking  Co.,  John  J.  Allen,  Peter  Pillon,  et  al.,  Grantwood, 

1,028,871. 15 

1,  028, 871. 15 

American  Hyalsol  Corp.,  care  of  Office  of  Alien  Property  Custodian, 

345, 070.  22 

0 

120  Broadway,  New  York  City. 

Juvenal  Angel,  doing  business  as  Latin  American  Institute,  900  Park 

35,  971.  54 

35, 971.  54 

Ave.,  New  York  City. 

foseph  Clark  Baldwin.  10  Rockefeller  Plaza,  New  York  City 

41, 103. 60 

41, 103.  60 

Remarks 


Offer  of  $125, 000,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise 
of  balance  of  $193,322.01.  Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was 
abated . 

Offer  of  .$37,000,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise  of 
balance  of  $131,478.27.  Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was 
abated. 

Offer  of  $13,689.20  accepted  in  compromise  of  balance  of  $25,587.28. 
Upon  payment  of  offer  tax  balance  was  abated. 

Offer  of  $13,654.10  accepted  in  compromise  of  balance  of  $25,521.68. 
Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was  abated. 

Offer  of  $50,000  accepted  in  compromise  of  balance  of  $142,723.38  which 
has  not  as  yet  been  abated. 

Offer  of  $7,000,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  and  doubt  as  to  liability, 
accepted  in  compromise  of  $32,199.30  which  has  not  yet  been  abated. 

Offer  of  $26,000  accepted  in  compromise  of  balance  of  $49,894.90.  U pon 
payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was  abated. 

Offer  of  $10,239.56,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise 
of  $53,864.35.  Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was  abated. 

Offer  of  $20,000,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise  of 
balance  of  $159,686.96,  which  has  not  as  yet  been  abated. 

Offer  of  $7,500,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise  of 
balance  of  $134,386.73.  Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was 
abated. 

Offer  of  $1,000,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise  of 
balance  of  $30,209.87,  which  has  not  os  yet  been  abated. 

Offer  of  $3,500,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise  of 
balance  of  $37,898.81.  Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was 
abated. 

Offer  of  $1,500,  based  on  inability  to  pay,  accepted  in  compromise 
of  balance  of  $29,982.69.  Upon  payment  of  offer,  tax  balance  was 
abated. 

Taxpayer  was  adjudicated  bankrupt.  Proofs  of  claim  filed.  Pay¬ 
ment  of  $3,432.48  received.  $2,241.54  written  off  upon  acceptance 
and  payment  of  compromise  offer  of  $225.  $19,437.88  transferred  to 
Newark  District  for  collection. 

Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  May  16,  1946.  Proofs  of  claim 
filed.  Payment  of  $1,519.36  received. 

Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt  as  a  result  of  petition  filed  on  May 
19,  1947.  Proof  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of  $4,398.41  received 
June  26,  1950. 

Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt  as  a  result  of  petition  filed  June  12, 
1950.  Proof  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of  .$6,410.29  received.  $1,776.73 
transferred  to  1st  Pennsylvania  District  for  collection. 

Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  Mar.  17,  1949.  Proof  of  claim 
filed.  Payment  of  $8,981.77  received. 

Taxpayer  was  adjudicated  bankrupt  as  a  result  of  petition  filed  on 
Feb.  8,  1949.  Amended  proof  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of  $19,173.17 
received  on  Nov.  15,  1951. 

Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt.  Proofs  of  claim  filed. 

Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt  as  a  result  of  petition  filed  on  Feb. 
14,  1947.  Amended  proofs  of  claim  filed. 

Proofs  of  claim  filed.  Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  Oct.  7, 1947. 

Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  Apr.  26,  1950.  Proof  of  claim 
filed.  No  payment  received.  $289,689.33  transferred  to  Newark 
district  for  collection. 

Proof  of  claim  filed  Aug.  30,  1950.  Trustee  made  final  accounting  on 
June  9,  1952,  which  was  approved.  No  payment  received.  Tax¬ 
payer  died  on  June  21,  1952. 

Taxpayer  executed  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors.  Proof  of  claim 
and  amended  proof  filed.  Payment  of  $701.98  received. 

Taxpayer  was  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  Dec.  29,  1948.  Proofs  of 
claim  filed.  No  payment  received. 

Taxpayer  executed  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  on  Oct.  12, 
1959.  Proof  of  clAirn  filed.  Payments  of  $1,474.02  and  $38.19 
received. 

Taxpayer  made  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  on  July  13,  1949. 
Proof  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of  $3,422.80  received. 

Taxpayer  discharged  in  bankruptcy  pursuant  to  ch.  X,  Bankruptcy 
Act.  Proof  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of  $13,748.01  received. 

Taxpayer  filed  petition  for  arrangement  under  ch.  XI,  Bankruptcy 
Act.  Amended  proofs  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of  $51,229.35  re¬ 
ceived. 

Taxpayer  adjudicated  bankrupt  as  a  result  of  petition  filed  on  Jan. 
31,1947.  Proofs  of  claim  filed.  No  distribution. 

Taxpayer  filed  petition  for  arrangement  under  ch.  XI  Bankruptcy 
Act.  Proofs  of  claim  filed  with  referee  in  bankruptcy. 

Taxpayer  executed  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors.  Proofs  of 
claim  filed.  Payment  of  $20,717.69  received. 

Taxpayer  died  on  Aug.  31,  1946.  Proof  of  claim  filed  on  Mar.  16, 
1950.  No  payment  received. 

Taxpayer  died  on  Nov.  24,  1944.  Amended  proof  of  claim  filed. 
Payment  of  $10,808.70  received. 

Taxpayer  died  on  Nov.  3, 1948.  Amended  proof  of  claim  filed.  Pay¬ 
ment  of  $7,401.49  received. 

Taxpayer  died  Jan.  22,  1948.  Proof  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of 
$1,985.67  received. 

Taxpayer  died  on  Jan.  8,  1948.  Proof  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of 
$155  received. 

Allowable  credit  of  $927.73  applied  to  accounts.  Proof  of  claim  filed. 
Taxpayer  was  adjudicated  bankrupt  as  a  result  of  a  petition  filed, 
on  Feb.  3,  1950.  Lawrence  S.  Morris  died  on  Mar.  5,  1953. 

Taxpayer  died  on  Feb.  20,  1950.  Amended  proof  of  claim  filed. 
Payment  of  $150.97  received  on  Oct.  29,  1952. 

Proof  of  claim  filed.  Payment  of  $30,457.96  received. 

Notices  of  lien  filed  Feb.  14  and  Apr.  1,  1952. 

Notice  of  lien  filed  June  16,  1952. 

Notice  of  lien  filed  Nov.  13,  1939. 

Notice  of  lien  filed.  $130,418.24  paid.  $214,651.98  transferred  to 
Lower  Manhattan  District  for  collection. 

Notices  of  lien  filed  Nov.  6  and  23,  1953. 

Notices  of  lien  filed  on  Apr.  24,  1951,  on  all  aooounts  except  194618. 
Notice  filed  on  latter  account  Apr.  3  *  1951. 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.  D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

O  Thou  who  hast  revealed  unto  us  the 
nobler  and  better  way  of  life,  we  rejoice 
that  in  many  directions  we  are  witness¬ 
ing  signs  of  spiritual  awakening  and 
moral  enrichment. 

Inspire  us  with  that  greater  faith 
which  believes  that  the  destiny  of  man  is 
a  destiny  of  moral  and  spiritual  progress 
toward  that  glorious  goal  when  man 
shall  be  perfect  even  as  our  Father  in 
Heaven  is  perfect. 

Show  us  how  we  may  mobilize  and 
strengthen  all  those  forces  whereby  we 
may  achieve  a  renewal  of  personal  char¬ 
acter  and  a  regeneration  of  human 
society. 

Fill  us  with  a  sense  of  responsibility  to 
bring  to  fulfillment  that  majestic  prom¬ 
ise  of  a  time  when  the  kingdogi  of  right¬ 
eousness  and  peace  and  good  will  shall 
be  established  upon  the  earth. 

May  we  daily  pray  and  labor  earnestly 
for  a  wider  diffusion  of  th§  spirit  of  our 
blessed  Lord  and  a  wholehearted  en¬ 
thronement  of  His  ideals  and  principles. 

To  Thy  name  we  ascribe  the  glory. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed,  with  amend¬ 
ments  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H.  R.  7709.  An  act  to  continue  until  the 
close  of  June  30,  1956,  the  suspension  of 
certain  import  taxes  on  copper. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  bill,  joint  resolu¬ 
tion,  and  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the 
following  titles,  in  which  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  2862.  An  act  to  provide  relief  for  the 
sheep-raising  industry  by  making  special 
nonquota  immigrant  visas  available  to  cer¬ 
tain  skilled  alien  sheepherders; 

S.  J.  Res.  167.  Joint  resolution  to  amend 
the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

S.  Con.  Res.  80.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
print  additional  copies  of  Senate  document 
87,  Review  of  the  United  Nations  Charter — A 
Collection  of  Documents. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  7434)  entitled  “An  act 
to  establish  a  National  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education,”  disagreed  to  by 
the  House;  agrees  to  the  conference 
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asked  by  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Cooper,  Mr.  Upton,  Mr.  Murray,  and 
Mr.  Hill  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  7601)  entitled  “An  act  to 
provide  for  a  White  House  Conference 
on  Education,”  disagreed  to  by  the 
House;  agrees  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Cooper, 
Mr.  Upton,  Mr.  Murray,  and  Mr.  Hill 
to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendment  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  9040)  entitled  “An  act  to 
authorize  cooperative  research  in  edu¬ 
cation,”  disagreed  to  by  the  House; 
agrees  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr. 
Upton,  Mr.  Murray,  and  Mr.  Hill  to 
be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
8367)  entitled  “An  act  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  civil  functions  adminis- 
.tered  by  the  Department  of  the  Army 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955, 
and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  Senate  amendments  Nos.  13 
and  14  to  the  above -entitled  bill. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
8779)  entitled  “An  act  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1955,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  2844) 
entitled  "An  act  to  amend  the  act  of 
December  23,  1944,  authorizing  certain 
transactions  by  disbursing  officers  of  the 
United  States,  and  for  other  purposes.” 


COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 
Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  have  until  mid¬ 


night  tonight  to  file  a  conference  report 
on  the  so-called  lease-purchase  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT  OF  1949 

Mr.  DONDERO,  from  the  committee 
of  conference,  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  H.  R.  6342: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1923) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6342)  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of 
1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property 
and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of 
the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  2  and  12. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  3,  4,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  13,  14,  16,  18,  20,  21, 
22,  23,  24,  25,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Every  purchase  contract  entered  into  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  title  shall  provide  for  equal 
annual  payments  for  the  amortization  of 
principal  with  interest  thereon  and  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  not  enter  into  any  such 
contract  unless  the  amount  of  the  annual 
payment  required  by  such  contract  plus  the 
aggregate  of  the  annual  payments  required 
by  all  other  purchase  contracts  entered  into 
during  the  same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed 
the  specific  limitations  on  such  payments 
which  shall  be  provided  in  appropriation 
acts:  Provided,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a 
limitation  of  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  is 
hereby  established  for  such  purpose.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing;  “such  agreement  has  been  approved  by 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
as  evidenced  by  a  written  statement  of  such 
officer  to  the  effect  that  the  execution  of 
such  agreement  is  necessary  and  is  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  policy  of  the  President. 
No  appropriations  shall  be  made  for  pur¬ 
chase  contract  projects  which  have  not  been 
approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  with¬ 
in  three  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 
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of  this  Act.  For  the  purpose  of  securing  con¬ 
sideration  of  said  approval  the  Administrator 
shall  transmit  to  each  such  committee  a 
prospectus  of  the  proposed  project,  includ¬ 
ing  (but  not  limited  to)  — 

“(1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building 
located  or  to  be  erected  at  a  given  location; 

“(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of 
site  and  building  together  with  the  term  of 
years  over  which  payments  would  run  and 
the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would  be 
acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such 
cost; 

“(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space 
signed  by  the  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies 
which  will  use  the  facility; 

“(4)  a  statement  by  the  Administrator  of 
the  General  Services  Administration  that 
suitable  space  owned  by  the  Government  is 
not  available  and  that  suitable  rental  space 
is  not  available  at  a  price  commensurate 
with  that  to  be  afforded  through  the  contract 
proposed; 

“(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  cus¬ 
todial.  heat  and  utility  services  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of 
their  probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any 
part  by  the  Government; 

“(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for 
tax  liability,  upkeep  and  maintenance  of 
the  property  by  either  the  contractor  or  the 
Government  during  the  period  of  the  con¬ 
tract; 

“(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  hous¬ 
ing  costs  currently  being  paid  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in 
the  building  to  be  erected;  and 

“(8)  a  statement  in  writing  by  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the 
project  is  necessary  and  in  conformity  with 
the  policy  of  the  President.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  15,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“(g)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ment  shall  be  excuted  under  this  section 
unless  such  agreement  has  been  approved  by 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as 
evidenced  by  a  written  statement  of  such 
officer  to  the  effect  that  the  execution  of  such 
agreement  is  necessary  and  is  in  conformity 
with  the  policy  of  the  President.  No  appro¬ 
priations  6hall  be  made  for  lease-purchase 
projects  which  have  not  been  approved  by 
resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  respectively,  within  three 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  For  the  purpose  of  securing  considera¬ 
tion  of  said  approval  the  Postmaster  General 
shall  transmit  to  each  such  Committee  a 
prospectus  of  the  proposed  project,  including 
(but  not  limited  to)  — 

“(1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building 
located  or  to  be  erected  at  a  given  location; 

“(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost 
of  site  and  building  together  with  the  term 
of  years  over  which  payments  would  run  and 
the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would 
be  acceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such 
cost; 

“(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space 
signed  by  the  head  of  the  agency  or  agencies 
which  will  use  the  facility; 

“(4)  a  statement  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  that  suitable  space  owned  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  not  available  and  that  suitable 
rental  space  is  not  available  at  a  price  com¬ 
mensurate  with  that  to  be  afforded  through 
the  contract  proposed; 

“(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  custo¬ 
dial,  heat  and  utility  services  to  be  provided 
by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of  their 
probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any  part 
by  the  Government; 


"(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for 
tax  liablity,  upkeep  and  maintenance  of  the 
property  by  either  the  contractor  or  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  during  the  period  of  the  contract; 

“(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  hous¬ 
ing  costs  currently  being  paid  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in 
the  building  to  be  erected;  and 

“(8)  a  statement  in  writing  by  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the 
project  is  necessary  and  in  conformity  with 
the  policy  of  the  President.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  17 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  17,  and' agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(i)  Every  lease-purchase  agreement  en¬ 
tered  into  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  equal  annual  payments  for  the 
amortization  of  principal  with  interest  there¬ 
on  and  the  Postmaster  General  shall  not  en¬ 
ter  into  any  such  contract  unless  the  amount 
of  the  annual  payment  required  by  such  con¬ 
tract  plus  the  aggregate  of  the  annual  pay¬ 
ments  required  by  all  other  lease-purchase 
agreements  entered  into  during  the  same 
fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  the  specific  limita¬ 
tions  on  such  payments  which  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  in  appropriation  acts:  Provided,  That 
prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a  limitation  of  not  to 
exceed  $3,000,000  is  hereby  established  for 
such  purpose.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “which  do  not  bind  the  government  for 
periods  exceeding  thirty  years  for  each  such 
lease  agreement.”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

George  A.  Dondero, 
Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
George  H.  Fallon, 
James  W.  Trimble, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 
Dennis  Chavez, 
Spessard  Ij.  Holland. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342),  an  act 
to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and 
to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of 
the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amend¬ 
ments,  namely: 

The  bill,  as  amended,  would  provide  for 
the  acquisition  of  title  to  real  property  and 
construction  of  public  buildings  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  and  the  Post¬ 
master  General  through  purchase-contract 
agreements,  and  for  term-lease  agreements 
for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government.  This  legislation  would 
make  possible  the  construction  of  post  of¬ 
fices  and  other  Federal  buildings  for  which 
there  has  been  an  urgent  need  for  some 
years  past.  The  conferees  were  in  agree¬ 
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ment  that  any  intermediate  method  which 
has  for  its  purpose  the  construction  of  Fed¬ 
eral  buildings  and  which  will  reduce  the 
use  of  the  most  costly  straight  leasing 
method  will  result  in  substantial  overall 
savings  to  the  Federal  Government.  The 
conferees  were  confident  that  the  lease- 
purchase  contract  method  would  provide 
such  overall  savings  and  should  be  adopted 
as  a  supplementary  means  of  meeting  the 
most  urgent  permanent  space  requirements 
to  be  .  used  when  the  direct-construction 
method  is  not  possible  of  attainment  due 
to  budgetary  conditions. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  as  it  passed  the 
House  contained  provisions  which  consti¬ 
tuted  broad  delegation  of  legislative  au¬ 
thority  to  the  executive  department  with 
respect  to  obtaining  buildings  for  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

The  Senate  amendments  provided  certain 
restraints  upon  this  broad  delegation  of  au¬ 
thority  and  likewise  provided  further  amend¬ 
ments  of  a  restrictive  nature.  The  bill  with 
the  Senate  amendments  fulfilled  its  original 
objective  of  providing  a  supplemental  meth¬ 
od  of  obtaining  Federal  building  space  but 
only  under  certain  specified  criteria  and  with 
adequate  safeguards  to  preserve  the  legis¬ 
lative  responsibilies  with  respect  to  authori¬ 
zations  for  Federal  buildings. 

Two  amendments,  each  being  similar  In 
character,  one  being  in  title  I  and  the  other 
in  title  II  presented  the  most  concern  to  the 
conferees.  These  are  the  amendments  deal¬ 
ing  with  prior  approval  of  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works  before  any  lease-purchase 
project  can  proceed.  Certain  questions  con¬ 
cerning  the  constitutionality  of  these 
amendments  ijere  raised  by  the  executive 
departments.  Although  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  were  not  convinced  of  the  validity  of 
those  questions,  they  have  agreed  to  alter¬ 
native  language  which  it  is  understood  will 
remove  the  constitutional  objections  of  the 
executive  departments  and  which  still  re¬ 
tains  the  same  degree  of  legislative  respon¬ 
sibility  as  in  the  Senate  amendments.  This 
is  accomplished  by  prohibiting  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  funds  for  lease-purchase  proj¬ 
ects  which  have  not  been  approved  by  reso¬ 
lutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works.  The  original  Senate  language 
prohibited  the  execution  of  any  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreement  unless  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  or  Postmaster  General  has 
come  into  agreement  with  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works.  Under  the  new  conference 
language,  committee  approval  must  be  ob¬ 
tained  before  the  necessary  funds  can  be 
appropriated.  If  an  appropriation  should  be 
proposed  without  committee  approval,  such 
appropriation  would  be  subject  to  a  point 
of  order.  Although  the  conferees  feel  that 
such  a  proposal  would  not  be  made,  it  is 
their  intent  and  understanding  that  a  point 
of  order  can  be  made  and  sustained  against 
appropriations  for  projects  lacking  commit¬ 
tee  approval. 

With  respect  to  the  use  of  funds  for  the 
purposes  of  this  act  during  the  fiscal  year 
1955,  it  is  the  understanding  of  the  conferees 
that  the  General  Services  Administrator  and 
the  Postmaster  General  may  use  rental  funds 
already  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  1955 
within  the  limits  of  the  amounts  specified 
in  this  act  for  lease-purchase  agreements, 
and  that  before  doing  so  they  will  obtain 
committee  approval  in  the  same  manner  as 
they  must  do  before  securing  appropriations 
for  that  purpose  for  subsequent  fiscal  years. 

The  conferees  also  have  agreed  to  place 
a  3-year  limitation  upon  the  time  during 
which  lease -purchase  projects  may  be  ap¬ 
proved. 

The  following  is  an  explanation  of  each 
of  the  Senate  amendments,  some  of  which 
cover  minor  amendments: 

Amendment  No.  1,  provides  that  every 
purchase  contract  entered  into  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  shall  pro- 
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Tide  for  equal  annual  payments  for  the 
amortization  of  principal  and  interest  but 
the  same  cannot  exceed  a  specific  limitation 
to  be  provided  in  the  annual  appropriation 
acts.  Because  appropriations  have  already 
been  passed  for  the  fiscal  year  1955,  this 
amendment  sets  a  specific  limitation  for  that 
fiscal  year.  The  Senate  by  its  amendment 
had  set  that  limitation  at  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $4  million  and  the  House  prevailed 
upon  them  to  make  the  amount  $5  million. 
Similar  language  to  that  contained  in  this 
amendment  is  likewise  found  in  title  II  with 
respect  to  the  Postmaster  General  and  in 
that  section  the  limitation  on  the  appropri¬ 
ation  for  the  fiscal  year  1955  is  set  at  $3 
million.  The  reason  for  the  greater  amount 
being  allowed  to  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  is  that  in  practical  application 
the  Administrator  will  construct  buildings 
which  will  be  occupied  by  the  Post  (Mice 
Department  as  well  as  by  other  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government  and  is  also  author¬ 
ized,  upon  request  of  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral,  to  construct  buildings  for  post  office 
purposes.  Normally  the  practice  is  when  a 
building  is  to  be  used  predominantly  by 
the  Post  Office  Department,  then  the  Post¬ 
master  General  has  Jurisdiction,  and  when 
such  structures  are  to  be  used  predominantly 
by  agencies  of  the  Government  other  than 
the  Post  Office  Department,  even  though 
some  space  may  be  occupied  by  the  post 
office,  then  the  jurisdiction  is  that  of  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services. 

The  amounts  allowed  for  the  fiscal  year 
1955  were  considered  reasonable  by  the  re¬ 
spective  authorities  involved,  it  being  under¬ 
stood  in  subsequent  fiscal  years  the  annual 
appropriations  will  be  set  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  acts.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  2,  constitutes  a  change  in 
drafting  only  as  the  substance  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  incorporated  in  the  new  language 
for  amendment  numbered  5.  In  amend¬ 
ment  No.  2  it  was  required  that  the  pur¬ 
chase  contracts  have  the  approval  of  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
that  the  execution  of  such  contracts  be  nec¬ 
essary  and  in  conformity  with  the  policy  of 
the  President.  This  language  has  now  been 
eliminated  by  the  Senate  receding  from  its 
amendment  No.  2  and  the  language  stated 
has  been  provided  for  in  amendment  No.  5. 
Senate  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  3,  sets  up  standards  for 
the  cost  evaluation  of  the  property  involved 
in  any  purchase  contract.  It  is  understood 
that  the  item  “cost  of  improvements”  is  in¬ 
tended  to  mean  the  fair  value  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  improvements  to  be  constructed 
(but  not  to  exceed  the  total  expenditures 
reasonably  incurred  by  the  contractor  in 
connection  with  the  provision  of  such  im¬ 
provements  together  with  a  reasonable 
profit  thereon) .  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  4,  eliminates  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  House  permitting  an  exemption 
for  purchase  contracts  calling  for  an  ex¬ 
penditure  of  not  more  than  $50,000  per  an¬ 
num.  The  language  developed  in  Senate 
amendment  No.  5  permits  no  exemptions. 
The  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  5,  dealing  with  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration,  together  with 
its  counterpart,  amendment  No.  15,  in  title 
II  dealing  with  the  Post  Office  Department, 
originally  required  that  no  lease-purchase 
agreement  could  be  executed  unless  the  ap¬ 
propriate  executive  department  comes  into 
agreement  with  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works  with  respect  to  each  proposed  project. 
For  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  agreement, 
it  required  the  submission  of  certain  item¬ 
ized  data  describing  and  justifying  the  proj¬ 
ect.  The  conferees  have  agreed  to  new  lan¬ 
guage  which  accomplishes  the  same  purpose 
as  the  original  Senate  amendment  and  which 
is  understood  to  satisfy  the  previous  con¬ 
stitutional  objections  of  the  executive  de¬ 
partment.  The  pertinent  part  of  the  new 


language  reads  as  follows:  "No  appropria¬ 
tions  shall  be  made  for  purchase  contract 
projects  which  have  not  been  approved  by 
resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  respectively,  within  3  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act.” 
The  new  language  retains  the  ^requirement 
for  submission  of  itemized  data  for  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  committees.  The  substance 
of  amendment  No.  2  requiring  approval  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  incorporated  in 
the  new  language. 

It  is  understood  that  the  approval  pro¬ 
cedures  provided  for  in  this  language  will 
also  be  observed  for  any  projects  proposed 
in  the  fiscal  year  1950  and  that  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  that  year  may  be  used  for  proj¬ 
ects  approved  in  that  manner  within  the 
limits  of  the  amounts  specified  in  this  act. 

The  original  House  language  required 
merely  the  submission  of  reports  30  days 
prior  to  the  effective  dates  of  the  purchase 
contracts  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and 
to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  for  appropriate  reference  to  commit¬ 
tees.  The  Senate  considered  that  the  use  of 
such  language  was  too  broad  a  delegation  of 
authority  which  could  be  abused  and  lead  to 
an  uncontrolled  building  program  beyond 
the  purposes  of  the  Congress.  The  Senate 
by  roll  call  vote  of  60  to  8  voted  against  the 
original  House  language.  The  conferees 
agreed  that  this  was  a  new  type  of  authori¬ 
zation  which  has  many  experimental  aspects 
and  therefore  felt  that  Congress  should  put 
adequate  restraints  upon  this  delegation  of 
authority.  .The  conferees  believe  that  the 
language  now  agreed  to  provides  adequate 
safeguards.  The  conferees  also  agreed  to 
language  which  would  limit  the  approval  of 
such  contracts  for  a  period  of  3  years  with  an 
opportunity  to  review  the  effectiveness  of 
the  program  prior  to  that  time  and  if  found 
satisfactory  extension  of  the  program  could 
then  be  considered  by  the  Congress.  House 
conferees  recede. 

Amendments  No.  6,  No.  7,  and  No.  25,  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  change  of  date  from  1953  to  1954. 
House  conferees  recede. 

Amendments  No.  8,  No.  9,  and  No.  10,  are 
considered  Jointly  for  they  deal  with  the 
same  subject  matter.  The  Senate  felt  that 
certain  provisions  of  the  bill  were  so  broad 
in  -scope  that  it  would  be  possible  for  the 
Postmaster  General  to  enter  into  lease-pur¬ 
chase  agreements  under  which  any  or  all  of 
the  more  than  3,100  Government-owned 
post-office  buildings  now  in  use  could  be 
demolished  and  replaced  with  new  buildings. 
As  it  was  agreed  that  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  did  not  seek  nor  desire  such  unlimited 
authority,  the  conferees  have  recommended 
amendments  in  section  202  which  would 
make  clear  that  this  authority  cannot  be 
applied  to  any  Government-owned  property 
acquired  prior  to  this  act  on  which  a  build¬ 
ing  has  been  constructed  and  is  now  In  use 
for  postal  purposes.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  11,  changes  subsection 
"(d)”  to  "(e)”.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  12,  constitutes  a  change 
in  drafting  only  and  in  substance  is  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  new  language  for  amend¬ 
ment  No.  15.  It  will  affect  the  Postmaster 
General  in  the  same  fashion  as  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  is  affected  in 
the  explanation  set  forth  with  respect  to 
amendment  No.  2.  Senate  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  13,  affects  the  Postmaster 
General  in  the  same  manner  provided  in  the 
statement  contained  herein  with  respect  to 
amendment  No.  3  which  affects  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services.  House  con¬ 
ferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  14,  changes  subsection 
"(e)”  to  “(f)”.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  15,  is  almost  indentical 
in  substance  with  the  statement  made  here¬ 
in  with  respect  to  amendment  No.  5.  The 
House  did  not  provide  for  any  report  re¬ 
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ferrals  or  approval  by  the  committees  with 
respect  to  Post  Office  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments.  The  conferees  agreed  that  the  dele¬ 
gation  of  this  authority  was  likewise  too 
broad,  therefore,  to  be  consistent  provided 
for  the  same  safeguards  with  respect  to  the 
Postmaster  General  as  were  provided  for  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  as  ex¬ 
plained  in  the  statement  regarding  amend¬ 
ment  No.  5.  In  similar  fashion  the  approval 
of  lease-purchase  contracts  executed  by  the 
Postmaster  General  was  limited  for  a  period 
of  3  years.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  16,  provides  that  any  in¬ 
terest  in  real  property  acquired  thereunder 
by  the  Postmaster  General  shall  be  subject 
to  State  and  local  taxes  until  the  title  passes 
to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
The  House  had  provided  such  a  provision 
with  respect  to  property  acquired  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  and  the  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  that  a  similar  provision  should 
be  contained  with  respect  to  properties  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Postmaster  General.  House 
conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  17  is  similar  in  most  of 
all  its  aspects  to  the  statement  made  with 
respect  to  amendment  No.  1  except  that  the 
limitation  for  the  fiscal  year  1955  appropria¬ 
tion  to  the  Post  Office  Department  is  set  at 
$3  million.  The  Senate  had  set  that  limi¬ 
tation  at  $1  million  and  the  House  conferees 
prevailed  upon  them  to  make  the  amount  $3 
million.  In  subsequent  fiscal  years  the  an¬ 
nual  appropriations  will  be  set  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  acts.  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendments  No.  18  and  No.  20  are  con¬ 
sidered  jointly  for  they  deal  with  the  same 
subject  matter  and  provide  safeguards  to 
make  certain  that  the  post-office  sites  ac¬ 
quired  pursuant  to  section  101  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  1949,  as  well  as  the  existing 
Government-owned  post  offices  now  in  use 
for  postal  purposes  cannot  be  disposed  of 
for  the  purposes  of  making  lease  agreements. 
The  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  did  not  con¬ 
tain  such  a  provision.  House  conferees 
recede. 

Amendment  No.  19  sets  a  limit  of  30  years 
on  the  length  of  the  lease  periods  which 
could  be  executed  under  this  act.  The  bill 
as  it  passed  the  House  contained  no  such 
limitation.  It  was  felt  that  if  any  longer 
term  is  contemplated,  a  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tract  under  the  provisions  of  section  202 
would  be  preferable  to  straight  leasing. 
House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  21,  designates  a  new  sub¬ 
section  as  "(a).”  House  conferees  recede. 

Amendment  No.  22,  provides  that  the 
amounts  received  by  the  Government  from 
sales,  leases  or  other  disposals  of  property 
acquired  will  be  receipts  obtained  under  au¬ 
thority  of  tile  II  of  this  act.  House  con¬ 
ferees  recede. 

Amendments  No.  23  and  No.  24,  are  con¬ 
sidered  jointly  for  they  deal  with  the  same 
subject  matter.  The  conferees  have  agreed 
to  amend  section  205  of  the  act  so  that  when 
any  funds  received  from  the  sale,  lease  or 
disposal  of  property  under  the  provisions  of 
title  II  are  available  to  be  credited  to  cur¬ 
rent  Post  Office  Department  appropriations, 
any  excess  of  the  amount  to  be  credited  over 
the  amount  paid  for  the  property  shall  be 
covered  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous 
receipts.  Also,  if  any  property  acquired  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Public  Building  Acts  of  1926 
and  1949  should  be  transferred  to  the  Post¬ 
master  General  and  subsequently  sold  or 
disposed  of,  any  amounts  received  from  such 
disposal  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury 
as  miscellaneous  receipts.  House  conferees 
recede. 

George  A.  Dondero, 

Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
George  H.  Fallon, 

James  W.  Trimble, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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DEPARTMENT  OP  DEFENSE  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1955 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  call  up  the  conference  report  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  8873)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  and  re¬ 
lated  independent  agency  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1955,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  23, 
1954.) 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  2:  Page  4,  line  20. 
Insert : 

“RESERVE  TOOLS  AND  FACILITIES 

“Amounts  made  available  under  this  head 
for  the  fiscal  year  1954  but  not  transferred 
to  other  appropriations  during  that  year 
shall  remain  available  for  such  transfer  dur¬ 
ing  the  current  fiscal  year." 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  that  the  House  recede  and  con¬ 
cur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Wigglesworth  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
After  the  word  “Amounts”  in  line  2  of  said 
amendment  insert  the  following:  ",  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  $100,000,000.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  5:  Page  9,  line  12, 
Insert  “:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $36 
million  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropria¬ 
tion  from  the  appropriation  ‘Procurement 
and  Production,  Army’  for  the  construction 
of  National  Guard  armories  in  accordance 
with  said  act  of  September  11,  1950,  when 
such  transfers  are  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  to  be  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest.’* 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  move  that  the  House  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  reads  as  follows: 

Mr.  Wigglesworth  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$18  million  may  be  transferred  to  this  appro¬ 
priation  from  the  appropriation  ‘Procure¬ 
ment  and  Production.  Army’  for  National 
Guard  armory  and  nonarmory  construction 
in  accordance  with  the  act  of  September  II, 


1950,  when  such  transfers  are  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  be  in  the  na¬ 
tional  Interest:  Provided  further,  That  such 
portion  of  the  amount  so  transferred  as  may 
be  applied  to  the  construction  of  buildings 
and  facilities  other  than  armories  shall  be 
without  regard  to  the  75  percent  restriction 
on  contributions  contained  in  section  4  (d) 
of  the  act  of  September  11,  1950.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  6:  Page  11,  line  3, 
Insert  “:  Provided,  That  in  addition,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  may  transfer  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $25  million  to  this  appropriation  from 
the  appropriation  ‘Procurement  and  Produc¬ 
tion,  Army’:  Provided  further.  That  obliga¬ 
tions  may  be  incurred  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  for  installation,  maintenance,  and  op¬ 
eration  of  facilities  for  antiaircraft  defense 
without  regard  to  section  67  of  the  National 
Defense  ^tct.” 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  move  that  the  House  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  9:  Page  17,  line  1, 
insert  “:  Provided.  That  $700,000  of  the  fore¬ 
going  amount  shall  be  transferred  to  the  ap¬ 
propriation  ‘Salaries  and  expenses.  Weather 
Bureau,  Department  of  Commerce’,  fiscal 
year  1955.” 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  move  that  the  House  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  Amendment  No.  13:  Page  21,  line 
16.  insert  “:  Provided,  That  the  unexpended 
balances  appropriated  for  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  under  the  heads  ‘Naval  Personnel, 
General  Expenses,’  ‘Marine  Corps,  Troops  and 
Facilities,’  ‘Aircraft  and  Facilities,’  ‘Ships 
and  Facilities,’  ‘Ordnance  and  Facilities,’ 
•Medical  Care,’  ‘Civil  Engineering,’  ‘Service¬ 
wide  Supply  and  Finance,  Navy’  for  the 
fiscal  years  1953  and  1954  and  the  unex¬ 
pended  balance  of  appropriations  under  the 
head  ‘Research’  are  hereby  transferred  to 
and  merged  with  this  appropriation,  in  such 
amounts  as  may  be  recommended  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  approved  by  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.” 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  move  that  the  House  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Wigglesworth  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  Be¬ 
fore  the  period  at  the  end  of  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  the  following:  “,  except  that 
the  total  unobligated  portions  of  such  bal¬ 
ances  so  transferred  and  merged  shall  not 
exceed  $8,703,100.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  18:  Page  29,  line  2, 
Insert  Provided,  That  la  addition,  the 
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Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  transfer  not 
to  exceed  $5  million  to  this  appropriation 
from  any  appropriation  available  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Air  Force  for  obligation.” 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  move  that  the  House  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Wigglesworth  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  con¬ 
cur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “:  Provided,  That  in  ad¬ 
dition,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
transfer  not  to  exceed  $5  million  to  this  ap¬ 
propriation  from  any  appropriation  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
which  is  limited  for  obligation  to  fiscal  year 
1955.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  19:  Page  30,  line  9, 
insert  “That  in  addition,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  may  transfer  not  to  exceed  $9,000,- 
000  to  this  appropriation  from  any  appro¬ 
priation  available  to  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  for  obligation." 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  that  the  House  recede  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Wigglesworth  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “That  in  addition,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  may  transfer  not  to  exceed 
$9,000,000  to  this  appropriation  from  any 
appropriation  available  to  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  which  is  limited  for  obliga¬ 
tion  to  fiscal  year  1955:  Provided  further 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  '22:  Page  39,  line 
19,  insert”:  Provided  further,  That  no  funds 
available  to  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  shall  be  used  for  the  operation, 
acquisition,  or  construction  of  facilities  in 
the  continental  limits  of  the  United  States 
for  metal-scrap  baling  or  shearing  or  for 
melting  or  sweating  aluminum  scrap  unless 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  an  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  designated  by  him  deter¬ 
mines,  with  respect  to  each  facility  involved, 
that  the  operation  of  such  facility  must  be 
continued  in  the  national  interest.” 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  that  the  House  recede  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Wigglesworth  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  Insert  “:  Provided  further,  That 
no  funds  available  to  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  shall  be  used  for  the  opera¬ 
tion,  acquisition,  or  construction  of  new 
facilities  or  equipment  for  new  facilities  in 
the  continental  limits  of  the  United  States 
for  metal-scrap  bailing  or  shearing  or  for 
melting  or  sweating  aluminum  scrap  unless 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  an  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  designated  by  him  deter- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  announced  decisions  on  farm  program  bill.  House  Rules 
Committee  cleared  bills  to  amend  Farm  Tenant  act,  transfer  CCC  seeds  to  FS  etc., 
and  provide  unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees.  Watershed  bill  was 
sent  to  conference.  House  agreed  to  conference  report  on  buildings  lease-purchase 
bill.  Rep.  Hope  introduced  bill  for  cooperation  with  Mexico  and  Canada  in  control 
of  insects  and  plant  diseases.  Rep.  Harden  urged  expended  marketing  of  surpluses. 
Sen.  f  illiams  criticized  USDA  administration  of  drought  relief.  Rep.  ’frit ten  in¬ 
serted  his  testimony  on  his  personnel  rider. 


HOUSE 

JL,  FARM  LOANS  j  CCC  SEEDS;  UNEPlPLOYIpNT  COMPENSATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported 
resolutions  for  consideration  of  S.  1276,  to  amend  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  in  several  respects;  S.  2987,  to  provide  for  transfer  of  certain 
surplus  CCC  seeds  to  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM;  and  H.  R.  9709,  to  amend  the 
unemployment  compensation  program,  including  a  provision  to  extend  it  to  Federal 
employees  (p.  9475)® 

2.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Reps,  Hope,  Andresen,  Hill,  Cooley,  and  Poage,  and  Sens. 

Aiken,  Young,  Thye,  Hickenlooper,  Ellender,  Johnston,  and  Holland  were  appointed 
conferees  on  H.  R.  6788,  the  watershed  development  bill  (pp,  9441,  9398-9). 


3.  BUILDINGS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6342,  to  authorize  GSA  to 

acquire  real  property  and  authorize  lease-purchase  agreements  for  construction 
of  buildings  thereon  (pp.  9442-3).  The  Senate  has  not  yet  acted  on  the  report. 

4.  HOUSING  LOANS.  Rep.  Rains  was  appointed  as  a  substitute  for  Rep.  Patman  as  a 

conferee  on  H.  R.  7839,  the  housing  bill,  which  includes  a  provision  continuing 
the  rural  housing  program  (p.  9441). 

5.  TAXATION.  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  8300,  the  tax  revision  bill 

(d.  9473V.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 
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6,  TRAVEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered  reported  (bub  did  not 
actually  report),  amended,  H.  R.  179,  to  provide  for  payment  of  expenses  of 
return  transportation  of  Federal  employees  and  authorized  dependents,  but  not 
household  effects,  from  posts  of  duty  outside  continental  U.  S.  (p.  D789). 

7*  FOREST  FIRES,  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Navy  Department  a  proposed  bill  to 
authorize  reciprocal  fire  protection  agreements  between  departments  and  agencies 
of  the  U,  S.  and  public  or  private  organizations  engaged  in  fire-fighting 
activities;  to  Government  Operations  Committees  (pp*  9426,  9389) * 

8,  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION.  Began  and  concluded  debate  on  H.  R,  9640,  to  extend 

and  improve  services  under  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  but  deferred  the 
vote  on  the  bill  until  today  (pp,  9443-73)* 

SENATE 

9,  FARM  PROGRAM,  The  "Daily  Digest"  states:  "Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

...  continued  its  executive  consideration  of  S*  3052,  to  encourage  a  stable, 
prosperous,  and  free  agriculture,  following  which  it  announced  that  it  had 
approved  the  provisions  of  section  320  (dairy  price  supports)  of  H,  R,  9680,  a,» 
related  House  bill,  with  the  following  amendments: 

"By  a  vote  of  8  to  7,  agreed  to  (1)  provide  dairy  price  supports  at  85 
percent  of  parity  for  1  year  beginning  September  1,  1954,  (2)  provide  for  use  o t 
certain  criteria  for  determining  the  price  support  level  on  dairy  products  for 
2  years  beginning  September  1,  1955,  and  (3)  authorize  use  of  direct  payments 
to  producers  or  processors  as  a  method  of  price  support  for  dairy  products, 

"Also,  the  committee,  by  a  vote  of  13  to  2,  agreed  to  retain  present  prohi¬ 
bition  against  price  supports  for  Irish  potatoes  unless  marketing  quotas  are  in 
effect."  (p.  D786<) 

10,  DROUGHT  RELIEF.  Sen.  VJilliams  criticized  assistance  to  the  King  ranch  in  connec 

tion  with  the  drought  relief  program  and  stated  "it  is  time  for  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  to  call  for  a  reexamination  of  this  program"  and 
tha$  the  Secretary  should  furnish  Congress  a  "list  of  all  those  millionaire 
ranchers  to  whom  such  relief  has  been  extended"  (p,  9431)* 

11*  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  9232,  to  extend  until  June 

1955,  the  authority  of  GSA  to  dispose  of  surplus  property  by  negotiation,  rath! 
than  by  advertising,  when  advertising  will  not  facilitate  disposal  and  disposal 
by  negotiation  will  further  the  public  interest  (p,  9438),  This  bill  Tdll  novr 
be  sent  to  the  President. 

12,  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  local  co-op  association  resolution 
favoring  90$  supports  on  basics  under  the  old  formula  (p,  9392). 

13*  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION.  Passed,  82-0,  with  amendments  S,  2759,  to  extend  and 
improve  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act  (pp.  9400-36). 

14*  PERSONNEL}  EXPENDITURES.  Sen.  Byrd,  as  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduc 
tion  of  Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures,  inserted  a  report  on  civilian  employ 
ment  in  the  executive  branch  for  May  1954  (pp.  9392-6). 

15.  RURAL  TEIEPHONES.  Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  resolution  of  N.  Dak.  Cow-Belles  urgiH 

faster  action  on  rural-telephone  loans  (p,  9389) • 

16.  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY.  S,  3589,  to  provide  for  independent  management  of  the 

Export-Import  Bank,  was  made  the  unfinished  business  (p.  9438). 
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S.  J.  Res.  147.  Joint  resolution  to  establish 
the  Woodrow  Wilson  Centennial  Celebration 
Commission,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  J.  Res.  149.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  month  of  September  1955  as  John  Mar¬ 
shall  Bicentennial  Month,  and  creating  a 
Commission  to  supervise  and  direct  the  ob¬ 
servance  of  such  month; 

S.  J.  Res.  169.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  President  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  to  proclaim  the  first  Sunday  of  each 
month  for  a  period  of  12  months  for  prayer 
for  people  enslaved  behind  the  Iron  Curtain; 

S.  J.  Res.  170.  Joint  resolution  to  approve  • 
the  conveyance  by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  of  certain  public-use  terminal  prop¬ 
erties  now  owned  by  the  United  States; 

S.  Con.  Res.  85.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
authorize  the  adoption  and  use  of  official 
seals  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  the  President  pro  tempore  of 
the  Senate;  and 

S.  Con.  Res.  92.  Concurrent  resolution  fa¬ 
voring  the  suspension  of  deportation  in  the 
case  of  certain  aliens. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title: 

S.  2728.  An  act  to  authorize  the  collection 
of  indebtedness  of  military  and  civilian  per¬ 
sonnel  resulting  from  erroneous  payments, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  303)  entitled  “An  act  to 
transfer  the  maintenance  and  operation 
of  hospital  and  health  facilities  for 
Indians  to  the  Public  Health  Service,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  disagreed  to  by  the 
House;  agrees  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Watkins,  Mr.  Dworshak,  Mr. 
Kuchel,  Mr.  Anderson,  and  Mr.  Lennon 
to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  ordered  that  the  Senator 
from  Utah,  Mr.  Watkins,  be  appointed  a 
conferee  on  the  bill  H.  R.  5731,  an  act  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  certain 
facilities  to  provide  water  for  irrigation 
and  domestic  use  from  the  Santa 
Margarita  River,  Calif.,  and  the  joint 
utilization  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  and 
other  waterwork  facilities  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Navy,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  in  place  of  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  Mr.  Butler,  deceased. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  ordered  that  the  Senator 
from  California,  Mr.  Kuchel,  be  ap¬ 
pointed  a  conferee  on  the  bill  S.  3378,  an 
act  to  revise  the  Organic  Act  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  of  the  United  States,  in 
place  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  Mr, 
Butler,  deceased. 


ST  .TP  LAW,  INTERNAL  REVENUE 
CODE  OP  1954 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  offer  a  privileged  resolution  (H. 
Con.  Res.  250)  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  there  be 


printed  12,590  additional  copies  of  the  slip 
law  for  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954, 
of  which  2,475  copies  shall  be  for  the  use 
of  the  Senate,  500  copies  for  the  use  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  6,615  copies  for  the 
use  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
3,000  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
on  the  table. 


SOIL  CONSERVATION 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table,  the  bill  (H.  R.  6788)  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooper¬ 
ate  with  States  and  local  agencies  in  the 
planning  and  carrying  out  of  works  of 
improvement  for  soil  conservation,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments  and  ask  for  a  conference 
with  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair  hears 
none  and  appoints  the  following  con¬ 
ferees:  Messrs.  Hope,  August  H.  Andre- 
sen.  Hill,  Cooley,  and  Poage. 


CONFEREES  ON  HOUSING  BILL, 

H.  R.  7839 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  Mr.  Patman,  to  be  excused 
from  serving  as  a  conferee  on  the  bill, 
H.  R.  7839,  the  so-called  Housing  Act  of 
1954. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appoints 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama,  Mr. 
Rains,  to  serve  on  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  bill,  H.  R.  7839,  the  so- 
called  Housing  Act  of  1954,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  notified  accordingly. 


CORRECTION  OP  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  TOLLEFSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  the  Record 
on  page  9331  where  I  am  quoted  as 
describing  certain  vessels  as  “C-l-MAV.” 
It  should  read  “C-l-MAV-1.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  the  perma¬ 
nent  Record.  On  page  8970  of  the  Rec¬ 
ord  for  July  1,  1954,  in  the  first  para¬ 
graph  of  my  remarks  the  following 
should  be  added  after  the  words  “to  the 
facts  in  the  agricultural  situation”: 

The  argument  has  been  made  here  today 
that  peanuts  are  not  a  basic  commodity. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  correction  will  be  made. 

There  was  no  objection. 


[Mr.  WHITTEN  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  appear  in  the  Appendix  of 
today’s  Record.] 
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AMERICAN  DEFENSE  PLANS 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
pleasure  that  I  call  to  the  attention  of 
the  House  one  of  the  more  significant 
advances  in  American  defense  plans  of 
recent  mbnths.  Our  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  Honorable  William  L.  Lan- 
taff,  of  Florida,  has  been  advised  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  of  the  approval  of 
plans  submitted  by  him  for  the  creation 
of  a  civilian  reserve  corps  of  specialists 
and  technicians.  It  is  a  plan  to  create 
a  civil-service  reserve  for  national  mo¬ 
bilization. 

Those  who  are  familiar  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  incident  to  recruiting  competent 
civilian  personnel  to  fill  key  specialists 
positions  in  the  Pentagon  during  World 
War  n  will  readily  agree  that  there  is 
a  need  for  action  along  this  line.  Not 
only  was  it  difficult  to  recruit  competent 
civilians  who  were  available  for  civilian 
service  in  the  Defense  Establishment, 
but  those  who  were  available  for  recruit¬ 
ment  were  often  the  subject  of  compe¬ 
tition  among  various  agencies  in  the 
Government  for  their  services.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  after  they  were  recruited  for  im¬ 
portant  positions  their  talents  could  not 
be  used  to  advantage  until  after  they  had 
been  properly  indoctrinated  and  the  nec¬ 
essary  security  clearances  had  been  ob¬ 
tained. 

Advance  recruiting  of  personnel  who 
would  be  needed  in  time  of  national 
emergency  will  begin  immediately  on  a 
limited  scale.  If  successful,  the  program 
may  be  extended  to  all  agencies  which 
might  be  forced  to  expand  rapidly  in  the 
event  of  an  attack  with  atomic  or  hy¬ 
drogen  bombs. 

The  reserve  force  would  in  general 
parallel  the  Reserve  Corps  of  the  armed 
services.  Those  selected  for  the  posts 
would  report  for  2  weeks  of  training  with 
pay  each  year.  Congressman  Lantaff, 
a  Reserve  officer  who  witnessed  the  long 
struggle  to  get  qualified  civilians  for  such 
work  in  World  War  II  days,  has  been 
preparing  the  plan  for  about  18  months 
and  has  had  numerous  conferences  with 
defense,  civil  service,  and  White  House 
officials. 

Chief  benefits  of  the  plan  are: 

First.  Qualified  individuals  could  be 
carefully  selected  in  advance  for  special 
jobs  and  indoctrinated  in  the  require¬ 
ments  of  their  position. 

Second.  Positions  would  be  authorized, 
the  individuals  designated  and  approval 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  obtained 
before  mobilization. 

Third.  Security  investigations,  neces¬ 
sary  in  these  posts  as  in  the  ihilitary  and 
often  causing  months  of  delay,  could  be 
completed  before  there  was  urgent  ne¬ 
cessity  to  fill  the  positions. 

It  is  also  significant  that  limited  serv¬ 
ice  personnel  or  personnel  not  physically 
qualified  for  service  in  the  Armed  Forces 
can  be  used  in  this  program,  thus  freeing 
other  personnel  for  military  duty. 

According  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
the  pilot  plan  which  is  being  put  into 
operation  provides  for  the  appointment 
of  up  to  12  highly  qualified  specialists 
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who  will  furnish  their  talents  to  Army 
G— 2  not  more  than  2  weeks  annually  at 
the  rate  of  one  such  specialist  per  month. 
Such  specialists  will  be  asked  to  commit 
themselves  to  the  program  and  to  serve 
in  the  event  of  mobilization  although 
there  will  be  no  legal  binding  contract 
involved.  These  specialists  will  be  ap¬ 
pointed  on  a  “when  actually  employed” 
basis  and  be  reimbursed.  The  rates  of 
pay  will  be  determined  on  the  basis  of 
each  specialist’s  qualifications  and  the 
position  involved  and  in  all  probability 
will  range  within  the  existing  grades 
GS-12  through  15.  Appointments  will 
be  made  to  specific  previously  deter¬ 
mined  positions  such  as  military  intelli¬ 
gence  research  specialist  and  carto¬ 
graphic  engineer  for  which  the  individ¬ 
ual  has  exceptional  qualifications.  Cur¬ 
rent  rosters  of  the  selected  individuals 
will  be  maintained  and  efforts  will  be 
made  to  keep  in  continual  contact  with 
these  individuals.  Care  will  be  taken  to 
insure  that  only  personnel  not  eligible 
for  military  service  during  mobilization 
or  personnel  not  presently  employed  in 
the  Federal  Government  are  appointed. 

Congressman  Lantaff’s  plan  provides 
an  opportunity  for  a  striking  advance 
in  manpower  utilization. 


PROTECT  JOBS  OF  BADLY  DISABLED 
VETERANS 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  under  the 
Whitten  amendment,  disabled  veterans, 
including  amputees,  are  being  separated 
from  their  Federal  employment. 

The  preference  to  which  they  are  en¬ 
titled  above  all  others  has  been  reduced 
to  zero  minus. 

The  technical  justification  is  that  they 
have  no  status. 

Even  though  the  quality  of  their  work 
is  above  reproach. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  their  trial  or 
probational  period  has  lasted  for  3  or  4 
years  in  some  cases. 

No  status? 

This  Nation  and  its  freedoms  would 
cease  to  exist  if  we  did  not  have  some 
men  and  women  ready  to  sacrifice  life 
and  limb  in  our  defense. 

Those  disabled  by  national  service 
have  a  right  to  expect  that  their  Govern¬ 
ment  will  not  forsake  them.  Basic  to 
all  legislation  in  the  area  of  veterans’  af¬ 
fairs  is  the  implied  obligation  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  compensate  for  the  inability 
of  some  disabled  veterans  to  get  jobs  in 
private  industry. 

I  am  sure  that  the  Whitten  amend¬ 
ment  was  never  intended  to  take  this 
earned  preference  away  from  them. 

In  the  absence  of  specific  language, 
minor  officials  have  taken  it  upon  them¬ 
selves  to  misuse  the  Whitten  amend¬ 
ment,  interpreting  it  to  suit  their  own 
convenience. 

As  an  entering  wedge  to  break  up  vet¬ 
erans’  preference  in  Federal  employment. 

If  this  sly  attack  upon  handicapped 
veterans  is  not  defeated,  a  precedent  will 
be  established  that  will  lead  to  further 
encroachments,  eventually  affecting  all 


honorably  discharged  members  of  our 
Armed  Forces. 

We  want  a  clear  and  firm  amendment 
to  close  up  these  loopholes  interpreta¬ 
tions  that  have  been  so  damaging  to  men 
and  women  who  have  been  disabled  in 
the  military  service  of  our  country. 

Here  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  received  re¬ 
cently  by  the  Disabled  Americans  Vet¬ 
erans  that  reveals  the  heartless  policy  in 
effect  at  some  Government  installations: 

June  24,  1954. 

Dear  Sir:  I  am  a  disabled  veteran  of  World 
War  II.  My  left  leg  was  amputated  and  my 
right  leg  was  wounded  also  while  overseas. 
My  disability  is  50  percent.  I  was  employed 
at  the  Boston  Navy  Yard  as  a  guard.  I  held 
this  position  for  4  years.  I  was  employed  at 
such  time  because  this  was  a  job  set  aside 
for  disabled  veterans.  This  job  was  suitable 
for  a  person  in  my  condition.  During  my 
4  years  of  employment  my  work  was  satis¬ 
factory.  Now  I  have  received  my  notice  as 
they  are  laying  off  in  the  reductional  force. 
It  is  extremely  hard  for  me  to  find  employ¬ 
ment  because  of  my  condition.  I  am  mar¬ 
ried  with  a  family  of  two  children  to  sup¬ 
port.  I  can’t  help  feeling  bitter,  as  it  is  un¬ 
just  to  put  an  amputee  out  of  employment. 
I  did  my  duty  toward  my  country,  and  I 
don’t  feel  that  my  country  owes  me  any¬ 
thing,  as  it  was  a  duty  any  United  States 
citizen  would  be  glad  to  participate  in.  All 
I  ask  or  want  is  employment  which  I  need 
badly.  I  am  writing  to  you  for  advice  and 
help. 

Thanking  you, 

Very  Sincerely, 


The  above  quote  refers  to  but  one  com¬ 
bat  veteran  who  has  been  the  victim  of 
an  injustice  committed  by  his  own  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

There  are  more  than  80  other  similar 
cases  on  file  with  the  DAV,  Department 
of  Massachusetts. 

How  many  more  there  are  who  nurse 
the  unkindest  cut  of  all  in  silence  we 
do  not  know. 

To  tie  up  the  loose  ends  of  the  Whitten 
amendment  we  recommend  that  the  fol¬ 
lowing  provisions  be  added  to  it: 

Sec.  1.  The  Civil  Service  Commission  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  confer  a  competitive  classified 
civil-service  status  or  a  probational  status 
upon  any  veteran  serving  under  a  tempor¬ 
ary  indefinite  appointment  who  establishes 
the  present  existence  of  a  service-connected 
disability  of  not  less  than  10  percent  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  following  conditions: 

""if  such  veteran  has  completed  a  trial 
period  of  1  year  he  may  be  given  a  competi¬ 
tive  classified  civil-service  status:  Upon  cer¬ 
tification  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  by 
the  head  of  the  agency  concerned  that  the 
veteran  has  completed  a  trial  period  of  1 
year  and  that  his  services  have  been  satis¬ 
factory.  If,  under  the  same  circumstances, 
he  is  not  recommended,  he  shall  have  the 
right  of  appeal  to  the  United  States  Civil 
Service  Commission. 

If  such  veteran  has  not  completed  a  trial 
period  of  1  year  he  may  be  given  a  proba¬ 
tional  status  upon  certification  to  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  by  the  head  of  the 
agency  concerned  that  the  employee  was 
given  a  temporary-indefinite  appointment. 

Briefly,  and  reduced  to  plain  English, 
the  proposed  amendment  would  protect 
the  job  rights  of  disabled  veterans. 

They  would  not  be  at  the  mercy  of 
unpredictable  interpretations. 

Amputees  would  not  be  shoved  out  of 
their  jobs  to  make  way  for  political  fa- 
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vorites,  long  on  influence,  but  short  on 
military  service. 

We  have  made  a  contract  with  our 
veterans. 

Where  the  terms  are  vague,  we  must 
make  them  bold  and  clear,  so  that  no 
official  of  the  Federal  Government  will 
ever  be  able  to  bluff  a  disabled  veteran 
out  of  his  job  on  the  basis  of  personal 
opinion  concerning  the  meaning  of  the 
law. 

Veterans’  preference  laws  must  be  for¬ 
tified  not  undermined. 

Our  covenant  with  ex-servicemen  and 
ex-servicewomen  should  be  honored  all 
the  way. 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  10  minutes  today,  following 
any  special  orders  heretofore  entered. 


AMENDING  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  ACT 
OF  1949 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H. 
R.  6342)  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  to  acquire  title 
to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the 
construction  of  certain  public  buildings 
thereon  by  executing  purchase  con¬ 
tracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement  of  the 
managers. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  24, 
1954.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  privileged  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res. 
251) ,  and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider¬ 
ation. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring) ,  Tbat  In  the  enroll¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6342  entitled  “An  act 
to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and 
to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of 
the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  purposes,” 
the  Clerk  of  the  House  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  make  the  following  corrections: 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu 
of  that  proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  1  insert  a  period  in  lieu 
of  the  semicolon. 

In  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu  of  that  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  5  insert  quotation  marks  before  each 
of  the  eight  parenthetical  numerals,  and  at 
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the  end  of  such  matter  insert  a  period  in 
lieu  of  the  semicolon. 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  inserted  In  lieu 
of  that  proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  15  insert  a  period  in  lieu 
of  the  semicolon. 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu 
of  that  proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  17  insert  a  period  in  lieu 
of  the  semicolon. 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu 
of  that  proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  19  insert  a  comma  in  lieu 
of  the  semicolon. 

The  resolution  was  concurred  in,  and 
a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Government  now  employs  two  methods 
for  occupying  buildings  for  Federal  pur¬ 
poses:  First,  direct  construction;  and 
second,  leasing. 

The  above  bill  will  provide  a  third, 
or  intermediate,  method  by  which  title 
to  properties  may  be  obtained  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  acquisition  of 
title  to  real  property  and  construction 
of  public  buildings  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  General  Services  and  the  Post- 
i  master  General  through  purchase-con¬ 
tract  agreements,  and  in  section  203  of 
title  II  for  term-leasing  agreements  for 
the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the 
Post  Office  Department. 

Title  I  will  be  known  as  the  Public 
Buildings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of 
1954  and  be  administered  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services.  Title 
II  will  be  known  as  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  Property  Act  of  1954  and  be 
administered  by  the  Postmaster  General. 
It  is  in  section  203  of  title  II  that  more 
liberal  authority  to  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  is  granted  with  respect  to  term- 
lease  agreements. 

Under  title  I,  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  will  have  to  obtain  his 
funds  for  the  purposes  desired  from  the 
Appropriations  Committee  under  certain 
conditions  contained  in  the  bill  and 
hereinafter  described.  For  the  fiscal 
year  1955,  funds  available  are-  limited  to 
$5  million.  This  procedure  is  likewise 
provided  in  title  II  with  respect  to  the 
Postmaster  General;  however,  the  funds 
available  to  him  for  the  fiscal  year  1955 
are  limited  to  $3  million.  Before  any 
agreement  can  be  executed,  the  same 
must  be  approved  by  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  who  must  verify 
that  such  agreement  is  necessary  and 
in  conformity  with  the  policy  of  the 
President.  Also,  before  any  appropria¬ 
tions  can  be  made  for  these  projects  a 
resolution  of  approval  must  be  obtained 
from  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of 
the  Senate  and  House  respectively.  For 
the  purpose  of  securing  consideration  of 
said  approval,  a  prospectus  of  each  pro¬ 
posed  project  must  be  transmitted  to 
each  such  committee  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  General  Services  or  the  Postmas¬ 
ter  General,  as  the  case  may  be,  which 
prospectus  shall  include,  but  is  not 
limited  to,  first,  a  brief  description  of  the 
building  located  or  to  be  erected  at  a 
given  location;  second,  an  estimate  of 
the  maximum  cost  of  site  and  building 
together  with  the  term  of  years  over 
which  payments  would  run  and  the  max¬ 


imum  rate  of  interest  that  would  be  ac¬ 
ceptable  for  any  deferred  part  of  such 
cost;  third,  a  certificate  of  need  for  the 
space  signed  by  the  head  of  the  agency 
or  agencies  which  will  use  the  facility; 
fourth,  a  statement  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion — title  I — or  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral — title  II — that  suitable  space  owned 
by  the  Government  is  not  available  and 
that  suitable  rental  space  is  not  available 
at  a  price  commensurate  with  that  to  be 
afforded  through  the  contract  proposed; 
fifth,  a  statement  of  the  managerial, 
custodial,  heat  and  utility  services  to  be 
provided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  esti¬ 
mate  of  their  probable  cost  if  to  be  sup¬ 
plied  in  any  part  by  the  Government; 
sixth,  a  statement  of  the  requirements 
for  tax  liability,  upkeep  and  mainten¬ 
ance  of  the  property  by  either  the  con¬ 
tractor  or  the  Government  during  the 
period  of  the  contract;  seventh,  a  state¬ 
ment  of  rents  and  other  housing  costs 
currently  being  paid  by  the  Government 
for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in  the 
building  to  be  erected;  and,  eighth,  a 
statement  in  writing  by  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  pro¬ 
ject  is  necessary  and  in  conformity  with 
the  policy  of  the  President. 

The  approval  of  such  contracts  is 
limited  to  a  period  of  3  years  which  will 
give  the  Congress  an  opportunity  to  re¬ 
view  the  effectiveness  of  the  program 
prior  to  that  time  and,  if  found  satisfac¬ 
tory,  extension  of  the  program  could  then 
be  considered  by  the  Congress. 

In  the  first  instance  a  Member  be¬ 
lieving  that  he  has  a  project  which  would 
be  qualified  under  the  procedure  out¬ 
lined  would  present  the  same  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  General  Services  or  to 
the  Postmaster  General,  according  to 
the  type  of  project  to  be  considered,  and 
if  found  by  them  to  be  a  worthy  project 
it  would  likewise  have  to  have  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  who  would  execute  a  written 
statement  to  the  effect  that  the  execution 
of  such  agreement  is  necessary  and  in 
conformity  with  the  policy  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  After  these  conditions  have  been 
complied  with  the  head  of  the  agency  or 
department  respectively  would  include 
the  same  on  the  list  of  projects  to  be 
considered  by  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  House,  respec¬ 
tively,  and  furnish  such  committees  with 
a  prospectus  of  the  proposed  project  de¬ 
scribing  and  justifying  the  same  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  eight  enumerated  stand¬ 
ards  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

No  appropriation  could  be  made  for 
the  project  until  resolutions  of  approval 
were  obtained  from  the  respective  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate 
and  House. 

With  respect  to  title  II,  among  other 
things,  one  of  the  qualifications  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  a  project  is  that  the  re¬ 
ceipts  of  the  post  office  serving  such  area 
exceed  $10,000  per  year. 

In  title  II,  section  203  deals  with 
straight-term  leasing.  It  is  an  extension 
of  the  present  leasing  authority  of  the 
Postmaster  General  which  will  permit 
greater  efficiency  and  economy  under  the 
conditions  for  which  its  use  is  proposed. 
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It  will  authorize  the  Postmaster  General 
to  enter  into  lease  agreements  for  the 
erection  of  postal  buildings  and  related 
facilities  upon  lands  which  may  be  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Postmaster  General  and 
conveyed  to  the  lessor  for  this  purpose. 
It  would  apply  largely  to  special  purpose, 
postal  handling  facilities.  It  will  be  used 
in  cases  where  relatively  long-term  occu¬ 
pancy  is  contemplated  but  where  perma¬ 
nent  indefinite  occupancy  cannot  be 
counted  upon.  Under  such  conditions, 
a  lease-purchase  contract  with  ultimate 
Government  ownership  probably  would 
not  be  warranted,  but  suitable  arrange¬ 
ments  can  be  made  with  prospective 
lessors  for  the  construction  of  these  spe¬ 
cial-purpose  facilities  on  lands  selected 
as  best  located  for  the  particular  pur¬ 
pose  under  consideration.  A  typical  ex¬ 
ample  might  be  a  building  for  handling 
parcel-post  packages  which  must  be  lo¬ 
cated  on  a  suitable  site  with  railroad 
connections. 

The  authority  to  enter  into  such 
straight-term  leasing  agreements  is 
limited  for  a  10-year  period  of  time  and 
no  agreement  entered  into  shall  bind  the 
Government  for  periods  in  excess  of  30 
years. 

The  terms  “purchase-contract  agree¬ 
ment”  in  title  I  and  “lease-purchase 
agreement”  in  title  II  are  used  synony¬ 
mously  for  they  both  have  the  same  ob¬ 
jectives,  that  is,  to  obtain  fee  title  to 
property  in  the  Federal  Government 
within  the  10-  to  25-year  period  of  the 
agreement  by  paying  annual  install¬ 
ments  on  the  purchase  price.  The  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee  felt  that  “purchase 
contract”  was  the  proper  descriptive 
term  to  be  employed  relative  to  the 
agreements  whereas  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  which  was  con¬ 
sulted  with  respect  to  title  II  of  the  bill 
preferred  the  use  of  the  term  “lease  pur¬ 
chase.” 

PERMISSION  TO  FILE  REPORTS 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  may  have  until  midnight 
tonight  to  file  reports. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1954 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules 
I  call  up  House  Resolution  606. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9640) 
to  amend  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act 
so  as  to  promote  and  assist  in  the  extension 
and  improvement  of  vocational  rehabilita¬ 
tion  services,  provide  for  a  more  effective  use 
of  available  Federal  funds,  and  otherwise  im¬ 
prove  the  provisions  of  that  act,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  After 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to 


No.  125- 


8 


9444 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  2  hours, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  the 
bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the 
5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without 
intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 

1  yield  30  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith ]tland 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  urge  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  House  Resolution  606,  which  will 
make  in  order  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  H.  R.  9640,  to  amend  the  Vocational 
Rehabilitation  Act  so  as  to  promote  and 
assist  in  the  extension  and  improvement 
of  vocational  rehabilitation  services, 
provide  for  a  more  effective  use  of  avail¬ 
able  Federal  funds,  and  otherwise  im¬ 
prove  the  provisions  of  that  act,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

House  Resolution  606  provides  for  an 
open  rule,  waiving  points  of  order  with 

2  hours  of  general  debate  on  the  bill  it¬ 
self. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.  R.  9640  seeks  to  sup¬ 
plement  and  improve  upon  the  provisions 
of  the  Barden-LaFollette  Act  of  1943, 
which  in  its  turn  had  been  an  improve¬ 
ment  upon  the  original  Federal  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1920.  At 
the  present  time,  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  the  Federal  Government  is  spend¬ 
ing  about  $23  million  to  take  care 
of  this  project,  and  State  and  local  funds 
will  total  about  $13  million. 

According  to  the  report  on  this  bill, 
Mr.  Speaker,  H.  R.  9640  would  provide 
an  effective  legislative  framework  for  a 
major  expansion  of  rehabilitation  in 
this  country,  predicated  on  the  full  par¬ 
ticipation  of  the  Federal  and  State  Gov¬ 
ernments  and  of  voluntary  agencies  and 
organizations  engaged  in  this  field. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  has  several  new 
features  which  are  worthy  of  some  dis¬ 
cussion.  There  would  be  substituted  for 
the  present  method  of  granting  funds 
to  the  States  a  three  part  system  of 
grants  which  would  take  into  account 
the  varying  needs  and  financial  capa¬ 
bilities  of  the  individual  States,  while 
assuring  that  each  State  which  main¬ 
tains  its  1954  level  of  available  State 
funds  will  receive  a  Federal  grant  not 
less  than  the  grant  it  received  in  1954. 
Secondly  the  bill  would  expand  the  types 
of  vocational  rehabilitation  services  and 
facilities  which  States  could  provide  with 
the  aid  of  Federal  funds  so  as  to  permit 
the  States  to  improve  their  services 
qualitatively  and  quantitatively. 

H.  R.  9640  would  also  provide  for 
temporary  Federal  financial  assistance 
in  the  training  of  qualified  rehabilitation 
personnel  in  those  professional  fields 
where  shortages  now  impose  serious 
limitations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  also  revises  the 
provisions  required  to  be  included  in 
State  plans  so  as  to  increase  State  res¬ 
ponsibility  and  authority  for  adminis¬ 


tration  of  State  programs  and  facilitate 
improvements  in  State  administration. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  would 
seek  to  redefine  and  emphasize  the  role 
of  the  Federal  agency  in  this  setup. 
The  role  of  the  Federal  agency  is  to  pro¬ 
vide  technical  advice  and  assistance  to 
the  States.  The  bill  would  also  encour¬ 
age  a  cooperative  relationship  between 
the  vocational  rehabilitation  agency  and 
other  public  agencies,  which  also  work  in 
this  field. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  should  have  the 
consideration  of  the  House  membership 
and  I  therefore  hope  that  the  rule  will 
be  adopted. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  know  of  no  opposition  to  the  rule. 
There  will  probably  be  some  discussion 
as  to  amendments  and  to -the  desirability 
of  the  legislation  itself.  I  now  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Kelley]. 

Mr.  KELLEY  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  attitude  a  nation  adopts 
toward  the  weak  and  disabled  members 
of  the  community  is  one  of  the  standards 
by  which  its  degree  of  civilization  may 
be  judged.  This  attitude  is  one  of  the 
very  practical  differences  between  the 
totalitarian  states  and  free  democracies. 

According  to  this  criterion  we  have 
made  some  progress.  As  a  people  we 
are  conscious  of  what  should  be  done, 
and  we  are  sympathetic  with  those  who 
need  our  assistance.  But  we  also  have 
been  struggling  along  on  a  far  from 
complete  job  for  the  handicapped.  The 
plea  of  the  handicapped  over  the  years 
has  been  for  employment  and  for  this 
purpose  the  original  act  was  written  in 
1920  and  was  amended  by  the  so-called 
Barden-LaFollette  Act  in  1943. , 

I  am  supporting  this  present  bill,  but 
I  am  doing  it  reluctantly  because  it  has 
not  performed  for  the  physically  handi¬ 
capped  what  the  Nation  expects  or  what 
the  handicapped  themselves  need.  It  is 
conservatively  estimated  that  about  250,- 
000  people  suffer  some  physical  disability 
each  year,  which  requires  rehabilitation. 
To  date,  the  best  that  has  been  done  to 
rehabilitate  them  is  a  little  over  60,000 
restored  in  1  year,  which  leaves  about 
190,000  annually  who  need  rehabilita¬ 
tion  and  placement.  Also,  it  is  various¬ 
ly  estimated  this  backlog  now  is  two  and 
one-half  to  three  million — thus  we  see 
that  we  are  falling  far  behind  each  year. 
This  is  the  weakness  of  the  present  bill: 
That  not  enough  emphasis  is  put  upon 
employment  of  the  physically  handi¬ 
capped. 

I  think,  too,  this  bill  could  have  been 
improved  had  the  committee  had  access 
to  the  vast  amount  of  information  that  a 
subcommittee  of  the  78th  and  79th  Con¬ 
gresses  had  garnered.  This  was  a  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  House  Education  and 
Labor  Committee,  of  which  I  had  the 
honor  to  be  chairman,  and  conducted 
hearings  covering  a  period  of  3  years. 
Over  500  witnesses  were  heard  and  they 
included  the  handicapped,  specialists  on 
disabling  diseases,  professional  people 
engaged  in  rehabilitation  and  employ¬ 
ment  of  private  and  State  agencies  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  work  of  rehabilitation.  It 
was  a  comprehensive  array  of  facts  which 
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would  have  been  most  helpful  to  the 
present  committee  had  these  been  avail¬ 
able.  Unfortunately,  when  the  80th 
Congress  convened,  all  of  this  informa¬ 
tion — hearings  and  reports — disappeared 
from  the  files  of  the  committee. 

The  problem  is  no  less  acute  today 
than  it  was  then,  and  to  do  a  complete 
job  we  should  go  back  over  the  previous 
studies  and  bring  them  up  to  date. 

The  hearings  in  this  subcommittee  dis¬ 
closed  that  during  the  Second  World 
War,  when  labor  was  scarce,  many  in¬ 
dustries  of  necessity  dipped  into  this 
pool  of  physically  handicapped.  Several 
of  these  companies  kept  accurate  records 
of  the  performance  of  these  people  and 
it  was  revealed  that  their  performances 
on  the  job  equalled  those  of  the  normal 
person,  that  their  rate  of  absenteeism 
was  less  and  that  their  rate  of  injury 
was  much  less.  Of  course  when  the 
pressure  for  labor  lessened,  the  handi¬ 
capped  were  the  first  to  be  released  from 
their  jobs  because  of  the  seniority  rule 
which  applied  in  most  instances.  The 
emphasis  should  be  placed  on  the  great 
need  to  put  these  handicapped  people  on 
jobs  so  that  they  may  become  self -sup-  i 
porting. 

My  subcommittee  corrected  evils  that 
had  sprung  up  in  the  limb  industry  over 
the  years  and  stimulated  the  first  im¬ 
provements  made  in  these  prosthetics 
since  the  Civil  War.  Growing  out  of 
the  work  of  this  committee  a  special 
advisory  committee  of  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration,  aided  by  the  outstanding 
newspaperman.  Col.  Robert  S.  Allen, 
helped  to  organize  a  program  of  scien¬ 
tific  research  for  the  improvement  of 
prosthetic  devices  and  to  make  these 
improvements  available  to  the  civilian 
handicapped  population.  So  now  the 
civilian  amputee  has  the  advantage  of 
all  improvements  made  by  the  Army, 
the  Navy,  and  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion.  I  have  been  very  proud  to  serve 
on  that  advisory  committee  under  the 
conscientious  and  hard-working  leader¬ 
ship  of  my  good  friend.  Colonel  Allen. 

Now  let  us  look  at  the  problem  of  em¬ 
ployment  of  the  physically  handicapped. 

I  am  quoting  from  the  report  submitted 
by  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  9640.  On  page 
3  it  says  that — • 

Although  many  of  these  individuals  can¬ 
not  be  rehabilitated,  because  of  the  severity 
of  their  conditions  or  for  other  reasons,  it 
is  a  fact  that  a  substantial  percent  can 
be,  as  demonstrated  already  by  the  State 
vocational  rehabilitation  agencies.  In  1953, 
of  the  61,000  handicapped  men  and  women 
rehabilitated  through  the  public  program, 
over  11,000,  or  18.5  percent  of  the  total,  had 
been  receiving  payments  under  public- 
assistance  programs.  To  continue  these 
11,000  disabled  individuals  on  relief  for  1 
more  year  would  have  cost  an  estimated 
$8.7  million.  To  rehabilitate  them  cost  only 
about  $6.4  million.  It  is  estimated  that,  re¬ 
turned  to  gainful  employment,  this  group 
will  pay  Federal  income  taxes  during  the 
first  4  years  after  rehabilitation  in  excess 
of  the  entire  amount  expended  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  rehabilitate  them.  From 
the  financial  standpoint  alone,  few,  if  any, 
better  investments  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  can  be  found. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  made  decisions  on  farm  program  bill.  Senate  agreed 
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bill  for  Federal  employees.  Senate  committee  reported  bill  authorizing  cooperation 
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in  Senate  amendments  to  bill  to  regulate  pesticide  chemicals.  House  passed  bill 
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bills  to  authorize  additional  contract  research,  approve  southeastern  forest  fire 
compact,  and  authorize  banks  for  cooperatives  to  issue  consolidated  debentures. 

House  committee  ordered  reported  bill  to  approve  vs outh  central  forest  fire  compact. 

|  SENATE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states:  "Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
...continued  its  executive  consideration  of  S.  3052,  to  encourage  a  stable, 
prosperous,  and  free  agriculture,  following  which  it  announced  that  it  had 
agreed; 

"(1)  By  a  vote  of  10  to  5,  to  retain  set-aside  provisions  of  the  bill  with 
2  minor  amendments; 

"(2)  To  a  provision  to  prevent  the  drop  of  more  than  5  percent  each  year  in 
the  parity  prices  of  wheat,  cotton,  corn,  and  peanuts  during  the  transition  to 
modernized  parity  formula  beginning  in  1956; 

"(3)  By  a  vote  of  8  to  7,  to  a  motion  to  make  the  price-support  level  of 
oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghums  in  1955  and  1956  equal  to  that  of  corn 
based  on  their  feed  value  relationship; 

" (4)  To  a  provision  transferring  agricultural  attaches  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture; 

"(5)  To  a  provision  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  control  the 
use  of  diverted  acreage; 

"(6)  To  repeal  marketing  quotas  for  corn; 

"(7)  To  include  grapefruit,  cling  peaches,  and  pears  for  canning  and  pro¬ 
cessing  under  marketing  agreements  and  orders; 

"(8)  To  extend  the  agricultural  conservation  payment  program  for  2  more 


years  on  a  national  basis; 

"(9)  To  a  provision  that  whenever  tomatoes,  avocados,  limes,  and  grapefruil 
are  regulated  by  marketing  orders,  imports  of  such  commodities  must  comply  -with 
grade,  size,  quality,  and  maturity  provisions  of  such  order;  and 

" (10)  To  increase  allowance  for  carryovers  of  corn  in  computing  normal 
supply  from  10  to  15  percent  of  domestic  consumption  and  exports  —  and  from  15 
to  20  percent  in  the  case  of  wheat."  (p.  D794.) 

2.  BUILDINGS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6342,  to  authorize  GSA  to  . 

acquire  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  Federal  buildings 
thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts  (pp.  9577-81).  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President. 

3.  H'jPLOYEES’  LIFE  INSURANCE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3681,  providing  for  life 

insurance,  for  Federal  employees  (pp.  9599-602).  The  committee  report  summarizes 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  as  follows t 

"The  group  insurance  program  authorized  by  the  bill  would  cover  nearly  all 
civilian  employees  of  the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  branches...  The 
Commission  could,  by  regulation,  and  after  consultation  with  agency  heads, 
exclude  persons  whose  coverage  would  be  administratively  impracticable.  Non-* 
citizen  employees  with  permanent  duty  station  outside  a  State  or  the  District  j 
Columbia,  and  employees  of  certain  corporations  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Farm  Credit  Admibistration,  would  be  excluded  from  coverage.  Each  eligible 
employee  would  be  automatically  covered  unless  he  elects  to  the  contrary. 

"Each  covered  employee  vrould  be  insured  for  a  sum  equal  to  his  annual  com¬ 
pensation  raised  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of  ft 1,000,  with  a  maximum  of 
$20,000  in  any  case.  Double  indemnity  and  dismemberment  insurance  also  attaches 
The  amount  of  insurance  would  be  reduced  by  2  percent  a  month  after  the  indi¬ 
vidual  attains  age  65,  subject  to  a  maximum  reduction  of  75  percent. 

"As  his  share  of  premium  cost  for  all  three  types  of  insurance,  there  will 
be  withheld  from  the  employee’s  salary  an  amount  not  exceeding  25  cents  biweekly 
for  each  1,000  of  life  insurance.  The  Government  will  contribute  an  amount  not 
exceeding  one-half  the  sum  withheld  from  the  employee •  Payment  cf  premiums 
would  end  at  age  65,  or  earlier  if  the  employee  retires  for  disability  or  re¬ 
tires  for  other  reason  after  at  least  15  years’  civilian  service.  Otherwise, 
separation  from  service  would  terminate  the  insurance,  subject  to  a  right  of  the 
Employee  to  convert  the  insurance  to  an  individual  policy  of  life  insurance  ( ) 
under  conditions  approved  by  the  Commission." 

4.  INSECTS;  PLANT  DISEASES.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with¬ 

out  amendment  S.  3697,  to  amend  the  act  of  April  6,  1937,  to  authorize  coopera¬ 
tion  with  Canada  or  Mexico  or  local  Canadian  or  Mexican  authorities  for  the 
control  of  incipient  or  emergency  outbreaks  of  insect  pests  and  plant  diseases 
(S.  Rept.  1756) (p.  9548). 

5.  EXPORT -II PORT  BANK.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3589,  to  provide  for  the  inde¬ 

pendent  management  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  under  a  Board  of  Directors,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  representation  of  the  bank  on  the  National  Advisory  Council  on  Inter¬ 
national  Monetary  and  Financial  Problems,  and  to  increase  the  bank’s  lending 
authority  (pp.  9558,  9574-7). 

6.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

S.  964,  to  authorize  the  Fryingpan-Arkansas  project,  Colo.  (S.  Rept.  1754) (P« 
9548). 

7*  PUBLIC  IANDS;  MINERALS.  Passed  as  reported  the  following  bills:  j 

S.  3344,  to  provide  for  multiple  mineral  development,  under  the  mineral 
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everyone.  I  know  that  it  will  be  passed 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  the 
able  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear] 
was  a  member  of  our  group  which  went 
to  Latin  America  and  visited  15  coun¬ 
tries.  He  was  with  us  every  day,  and 
was  just  as  much  responsible  as  was  the 
chairman  for  all  the  meetings  which 
were  held,  and  for  the  hard  work  which 
was  done  in  trying  to  bring  out  the  facts. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  appreciate  the  very 
kind  remarks  of  the-  Senator  from 
Indiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  3589)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  3  of  the 
Export-Import  Bank  Act  of  1945,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  hereby  further  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Export-Import  Bank  of 
■Washington  shall  constitute  an  independent 
agency  of  the  United  States  and  neither  the 
bank  nor  any  of  its  functions,  powers,  or 
duties  shall  be  transferred  to  or  consolidated 
with  any  other  department,  agency,  or  cor¬ 
poration  of  the  Government  unless  the  Con¬ 
gress  shall  otherwise  by  law  provide. 

“(b)  There  shall  be  a  President  of  the  Ex¬ 
port-Import  Bank  of  Washington,  who  shall 
be  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate,  who  shall  receive  a  salary  at 
the  rate  of  $17,500  per  annum,  and  who  shall 
serve  as  chief  executive  officer  of  the  bank. 
There  shaU  be  a  first  vice  president  of  the 
bank,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  who  shall 
receive  a  salary  at  the  rate  of  $16,000  per 
annum,  who  shall  serve  as  President  of  the 
bank  during  the  absence  or  disability  of  or 
In  the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of 
president  of  the  bank,  and  who  shall  at 
other  times  perform  such  functions  as  the 
president  of  the  bank  may  from  time  to 
time  prescribe. 

“(c)  There  shall  be  a  board  of  directors 
of  the  bank  consisting  of  the  president  of 
the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington  who 
shall  serve  as  chairman,  the  first  vice  presi¬ 
dent  who  shall  serve  as  vice  chairman,  and 
three  additional  persons  appointed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  Of 
the  5  members  of  the  Board,  not  more  than 
3  shall  be  members  of  any  one  political 
party.  Each  director,  other  than  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  and  the  vice 
president  of  the  Export-Import  Bank,  shall 
receive  a  salary  at  the  rate  of  $15,000  per  an¬ 
num.  Before  entering  upon  his  duties,  each 
of  the  directors  shall  take  an  oath  faithfully 
to  discharge  the  duties  of  his  office.  Terms 
of  the  directors  shall  be  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
directors,  in  addition  to  their  duties  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Board,  shall  perform  such  addi¬ 
tional  duties  and  may  hold  such  other  offices 
in  the  administration  of  the  bank  as  the 
president  of  the  bank  may  from  time  to  time 
prescribe.  A  majority  of  the  board  of  di¬ 
rectors  shall  constitute  a  quorum.  The 
board  of  directors  shall  adopt,  and  may 
from  time  to  time  amend,  such  bylaws  as  are 
necessary  for  the  proper  management  and 
functioning  of  the  bank,  and  shall,  in  such 
bylaws,  designate  the  vice  presidents  and 
other  officers  of  the  bank  and  prescribe  their 
duties. 


“(d)  There  shall  be  an  Advisory  Committee 
of  nine  members,  appointed  by  the  Board  of 
Directors  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
president  of  the  bank,  who  shall  be  broadly 
representative  of  production,  commerce, 
finance,  agriculture,  and  labor.  The  Advisory 
Committee  shall  meet  one  or  more  times  per 
year,  on  the  call  of  the  president  of  the  bank 
to  advise  with  the  bank  on  its  program. 
Members  of  the  Advisory  Committee  shall  be 
paid  a  per  diem  allowance  of  $50  for  each 
day  spent  away  from  their  homes  or  regular 
places  of  business,  for  the  purpose  of  atten¬ 
dance  at  meetings  of  the  committee,  and  in 
necessary  travel,  and  while  so  engaged  they 
may  be  paid  actual  travel  expenses  and  not 
to  exceed  $10  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence 
and  other  expenses. 

“(e)  No  director,  officer,  attorney,  agent,  or 
employee  of  the  bank  shall  in  any  manner, 
directly  or  indirectly,  participate  in  the  de¬ 
liberation  upon  or  the  determination  of  any 
question  affecting  his  personal  interests,  or 
the  interests  of  any  corporation,  partnership, 
or  association  in  which  he  is  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  personally  interested.’’ 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  (a)  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
further  amended  by  striking  out  all  following 
“Federal  Reserve  System,”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “the  president  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  of  Washington,  and  during  such 
period  as  the  Foreign  Operations  Adminis¬ 
tration  shall  continue  to  exist,  the  Director 
of  the  Foreign  Operations  Administration.” 

Sec.  3.  The  Export-Import  Bank  Act  of 
1945,  as  amended,  is  hereby  further  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Section  6  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  “three  and  one-half  times  the 
authorized  capital  stock  of  the  bank”  and 
substituting  therefor  the  figure  “$4,000,000,- 
000.” 

(b)  Section  7  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  “four  and  one-half  times  the 
authorized  capital  stock  of  the  bank”  and 
substituting  therefor  the  figure  “$5,000,000,- 
000.” 

Sec.  4.  The  provisions  of  this  act  for  the 
appointment  of  a  president  and  a  first  vice 
president  of  the  bank  and  the  members  of 
the  Board  of  Directors  shall  be  effective  upon 
its  enactment.  The  remaining  provisions  of 
this  act  shall  become  effective  when  the 
president  and  first  vice  president  of  the 
bank  and  one  other  member  of  the  Board 
of  Directors  initially  appointed  hereunder 
enter  upon  office,  and  shall  thereupon  super¬ 
sede  Reorganization  Plan  No.  5  of  1953. 


MULTIPLE  MINERAL  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Upton  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1620,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  3344. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  state  the  bill  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
3344)  to  amend  the  mineral  leasing 
laws  to  provide  for  multiple  mineral  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  same  tracts  of  the 
public  lands,  and  for  other  purposes. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  LEASE-PUR¬ 
CHASE  CONTRACTS  —  CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6342)  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act 
of  1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services  to  acquire  title  to 
real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  certain  public  buildings 
thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts, 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  this^bill  (H.  R.  6342)  is  to 
provide  for  the  acquisition  of  title  to  real 
property  and  construction  of  public 
buildings  by  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  and  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  through  purchase -contract  agree¬ 
ments,  and  for  term-lease  agreements 
for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of 
the  Federal  Government.  It  provides  a 
supplemental  method  of  securing  build¬ 
ing  space  which  would  be  used  only  in 
accordance  with  specified  conditions  and 
criteria. 

When  this  bill  was  passed  by  the  House 
of  Representtaives  it  contained  provi¬ 
sions  which  constituted  a  broad  delega¬ 
tion  of  legislative  authority  to  the  exec¬ 
utive  department  with  respect  to  obtain¬ 
ing  buildings  for  activities  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

After  considering  those  provisions,  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  recom¬ 
mended  certain  restraints  upon  this 
broad  delegation  of  authority.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  accepted  these  restraints  and  added 
further  amendments  of  a  restrictive  na¬ 
ture.  As  passed  by  the  Senate,  the  bill 
fulfilled  its  original  objective  of  provid¬ 
ing  a  supplemental  method  of  obtaining 
Federal  building  space  but  only  under 
certain  specified  criteria  and  with  ade¬ 
quate  safeguards  to  preserve  the  legisla¬ 
tive  responsibilities  with  respect  to  au¬ 
thorizations  for  Federal  buildings. 

Under  the  agreement  recommended 
by  the  conferees,  the  substance  of  all  of 
the  Senate  amendments  is  retained  in 
the  act.  Many  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  are  agreed  to  in  their  entirety. 
Other  Senate  amendments  are  modified 
for  purposes  of  clarification. 

Mr.  President,  the  report  was  printed 
in  the  Record  at  page  8419,  of  June  24, 
and  I  presume  that  Senators  have  read 
it.  Therefore  I  shall  not  read  the  whole 
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report.  However,  it  provides  a  limita¬ 
tion  of  3  years,  and  during  the  first  year 
provides  a  limitation  on  expenditures  by 
the  Post  Office  Department  of  $3  million, 
and  by  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  of  $5  million.  First,  the  proposals 
must  be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  setting  forth  the  cost,  the 
amount,  the  length  of  the  lease,  and  fig¬ 
ures  of  that  kind.  Then  the  proposals 
are  referred  to  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  House  and  the  Senate.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  bill  has  been  very 
carefully  safeguarded.  It  will  provide 
an  opportunity  to  construct  post  office 
buildings  and  other  buildings  which  the 
Federal  Government  needs  at  this  time. 
We  have  not  built  any  post  offices  in  the 
United  States  for  a  period  of  15  years. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr, 
Case],  the  Senator  from  California  LMr. 
Kttchel],  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  who  have  done  so  much 
work  not  only  in  the  hearings  on  the 
bill  before  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  but  in  the  conference,  and  I  will 
be  very  glad  to  answer  any  questions 
that  any  Senator  may  wish  to  propound. 
I  believe  it  would  be  better  to  proceed 
in  that  way  than  for  me  to  read  the  com¬ 
plete  report,  which  is  already  printed  in 
the  Record. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Unfortunately,  I  have 
just  come  into  the  Chamber,  and  I  did 
not  hear  everything  the  Senator  has 
said.  As  I  understand,  the  conferees 
accepted  practically  all  the  Senate 
amendments.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  They  accepted  practi¬ 
cally  all  the  Senate  amendments.  There 
was  some  clarifying  language  added,  but 
it  does  not  disturb  the  meaning  of  the 
amendments  added  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  provision  requiring 
approval  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
was  rewritten,  but  it  is  practically  in  the 
same  language  as  before.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  It  is  in  the  same  lan¬ 
guage,  approximately.  Certain  consti¬ 
tutional  questions  were  brought  up, 
which  we  did  not  feel  had  much  merit. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Every  agreement  must 
have  the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  as  I  understand. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  It  must  have  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  In 
fact,  the  Director  of  the  Budget  must 
make  a  recommendation  that  the  build¬ 
ing  is  needed  and  furnish  information 
concerning  the  length  of  the  lease,  and 
so  forth.  Then  the  recommendation  is 
passed  on  by  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tees  of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
There  is  a  limitation  of  3  years  on  the 
amount  of  money,  namely,  the  first  year, 
$3  million  for  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  $5  million  for  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Record  and  in  elaboration, 
of  the  answer  which  has  already  been 


given  by  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee  to  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  I  should  like  to  point 
out  the  process  provided  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  agreement  in  relation  to  getting 
the  approval  of  the  Senate  and  House 
Committees  on  Public  Works. 

In  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate,  fol 
lowing  a  prolonged  debate,  as  Senators 
will  remember,  the  big  issue  was  the 
question  of  an  administrative  agency 
coming  into  agreement  with  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  regarding 
lease-purchase  contracts.  The  confer¬ 
ence  report  eliminates  reference  to  the 
contracts  as  such.  The  action  of  the 
committees  will  be  as  to  projects  rather 
than  contracts  of  agreement.  It  may 
amount  to  the  same  thing,  but  there  is 
some  difference,  because  the  committees 
are  not  required  to  pass  upon  particular 
contracts.  It  was  on  that  point  that  the 
strongest  arguments  were  made  by  those 
who  feared  that  some  constitutional 
questions  might  be  involved.  The  pro¬ 
cedure  is  that  the  proposed  project  will 
be  submitted  to  the  Committees  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  and  those  committees,  and 
through  them,  the  Congress,  will  retain 
the  right  to  authorize  or  not  to  author¬ 
ize  projects. 

At  the  present  time,  in  the  absence  of 
any  legislation  on  the  subject,  no  project 
can  be  entered  upon  by  an  administra¬ 
tive  agency  of  the  Government  for  the 
purchase  of  real  estate  or  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  buildings  involving  the  purchase 
of  real  estate,  except  by  an  authorizing 
act  of  the  Congress. 

This  bill  retains  the  authorization 
power  in  the  hands  of  the  Congress  by 
providing  that  funds  shall  not  be  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  Congress  unless  they  are 
based  upon  a  list  of  eligible  projects 
which  has  been  reviewed  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  committees.  It  is  the  belief  of  the 
conferees  that  an  appropriation  to  make 
rents  or  rental  moneys  available  for  the 
payment  of  lease-purchase  agreements 
would  not  be  in  order  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  if  they  related  to  projects  which 
had  not  been  previously  established  on 
an  eligible  list.  The  conference  bill 
avoids  the  constitutional  question  which 
was  raised  during  the  time  the  measure 
was  under  consideration  by  the  Senate, 
for  it  does  not  require  the  agencies  of 
the  Government  to  submit  agreements  to 
the  Congress,  but  they  will  submit  their 
proposals  for  authorization,  so  to  speak, 
by  the  inclusion  on  an  eligible  list,  if  the 
appropirate  committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  agree. 

There  is  retained  in  the  conference 
agreement  the  several  provisions  which 
were  hammered  out  in  the  Senate  during 
the  extended  debate  on  the  bill,  namely, 
the  provisions  for  detailed  information 
on  proposed  projects.  The  approval  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  must  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  data  submitted  by  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  or  the 
Postmaster  General.  The  approval  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  must  be  one  of 
the  certificates  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Then  there  follows  a  long  list  of 
detailed  information  about  the  projects 
provided  for  in  an  amendment  submitted 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  So  that  when 
the  record  is  complete,  we  shall  not  have 
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given  any  blank  checks  to  any  agency  of 
the  Government  to  engage  in  an  unlim¬ 
ited  commitment  of  the  Government  for 
monthly  payments  for  rentals  or  for  re¬ 
tiring  the  principal  cost  of  the  buildings. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  think  we  have 
presented  to  the  Congress  a  sound  piece 
of  legislation.  There  is  a  limitation  on 
the  time  in  which  eligible  lists  may  be 
established  that  will  insure  review  of  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  commend  the 
diligent  work  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  be¬ 
cause  of  their  very  careful  work  during 
the  time  the  bill  was  under  review  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works. 
During  the  debate  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  and  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  raised 
questions  which  received  serious  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  at  the  time  the  bill  was  before  us. 

The  bill  represents  a  major  piece  of 
legislation.  When  the  record  of  this 
Congress  is  written,  I  am  confident  that 
the  authorization  here  created  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  public-buildings  program,  both 
for  general  office  buildings  and  for  post 
offices,  will  be  listed  among  the  notable 
achievements  of  this  Congress.  We  pre¬ 
sent  the  conference  report  today  with 
full  confidence  that  it  embodies  a  meas¬ 
ure  which  will  be  useful  in  the  3  years 
immediately  ahead  and  which  will  lay 
the  foundation  for  constructive,  forward- 
looking,  long-range  legislation  for  han¬ 
dling  the  office  problems  of  the  United 
States  Government. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sure  every  Senator  realizes  that  this  act 
is  a  distinct  departure.  Certainly  the 
committee  members  who  handled  it  in 
the  beginning  made  no  pretense  that  it 
was  not  and  the  conferees  now  state  that 
the  act  will  be  a  real  departure  from 
earlier  practices.  The  fact  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  is  that  the  Congress  finds  itself  so 
overwhelmed  with  details  that  it  has  be¬ 
come  increasingly  impossible  to  handle, 
in  the  antiquated  fashion,  special  au¬ 
thorizations  of  the  many,  many  building 
projects  which  are  now  required  because 
of  the  present  size  of  this  Nation. 

So,  Mr.  President,  the  legislation  is 
experimental.  The  conference  report 
contains  one  feature  which  has  already 
been  mentioned,  and  which  was  not  con¬ 
tained  in  either  the  House  bill  or  the 
Senate  bill,  which  holds  the  measure  to 
an  experimental  period  of  3  years  and 
points  up  the  fact  that  the  Congress  in 
passing  this  legislation  knows  it  is  truly 
an  experiment  which  it  hopes  will  suc¬ 
ceed,  and  which  it  retains  the  right  to 
review  and  either  continue  or  completely 
discontinue  after  3  years  of  triaL  Un¬ 
less  Congress  acts  affirmatively  at  the 
end  of  3  years,  in  accordance  with  this 
provision  in  the  report,  the  experiment 
will  come  to  an  end. 

Mr.  President,  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  and 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  have 
both  stated  what  is  a  fact — that  nearly 
all  the  Senate  amendments  were  pre- 
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served  intact.  The  conference  report 
filed  by  the  conferees  of  the  House  and 
appearing  in  the  Record  shows  that  to 
be  true,  and  shows  clearly  the  few 
changes  which  were  made  in  the  Senate 
bill,  one  of  which  I  have  already  men¬ 
tioned,  namely,  the  3-year  limitation. 
That  is  something  new,  which  appeared 
for  the  first  time  in  the  conference. 

The  other  two  principal  changes  made 
in  the  Senate  bill  are,  first,  the  one  which 
seeks  to  substitute  a  new  method  of  au¬ 
thorization  for  that  which  has  hereto¬ 
fore  prevailed  as  a  part  of  the  legislative 
process.  Senators  will  recall  that  when 
the  bill  was  passed  by  the  Senate  it  con¬ 
tained  a  provision  which  would  have 
granted  to  the  committees  of  the  two 
Houses  the  power  to  have  submitted  to 
them  the  plans  and  projects  of  execu¬ 
tive  agencies  for  their  approval.  Their 
agreement  to  any  proposed  project  was 
a  condition  precedent  to  any  further 
action  taken  thereon. 

By  whatever  name  it  may  be  called, 
that  procedure  was  a  kind  of  veto  upon 
the  executive  in  its  activities  in  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  the  act.  Lawyers 
objected  to  that  provision  as  being  un¬ 
constitutional.  As  to  the  soundness  of 
their  objection,  the  courts  alone  could 
say.  But  certainly  there  is  some  sub¬ 
stance  to  the  objection. 

So  the  conference  report  carries  out 
the  same  intent  as  effectively  as  did  the 
Senate  bill,  by  requiring  that,  as  a  legis¬ 
lative  procedure,  any  plan  or  any  proj¬ 
ect,  to  become  a  part  of  the  whole  oper¬ 
ation  under  this  act,  before  any  appro¬ 
priations  for  use  in  the  project  are  ever 
made,  must  have  been  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  appropriate  commit¬ 
tees  of  the  two  Houses.  For  the  first 
time,  at  least,  so  far  as  I  know,  author¬ 
ization  by  the  two  committees  will  be¬ 
come  a  condition  precedent  to  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  that  item  as  such,  or  of  a 
general  item  including  that  and  other 
items,  in  an  appropriation  bill.  Any 
efforts  to  bypass  this  requirement  can 
be  made  the  subject  of  a  point  of  order. 

I  shall  read  into  the  Record  three  sen¬ 
tences  from  the  statement  of  the  Man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House,  because 
they  so  clearly  state  the  situation: 

Under  the  new  conference  language,  com¬ 
mittee  approval  must  toe  obtained  before  the 
necessary  funds  can  be  appropriated.  If  an 
appropriation  should  be  proposed  without 
committee  approval,  such  appropriation 
would  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  Al¬ 
though  the  conferees  feel  that  such  a  pro¬ 
posal  would  not  be  made,  it  is  their  intent 
and  understanding  that  a  point  of  order  can 
be  made  and  sustained  against  appropria¬ 
tions  for  projects  lacking  committee  ap¬ 
proval. 

I  may  say  that  the  Parliamentarians 
of  the  two  Houses  have  been  checked  on 
the  matter,  and  the  conferees  were  ad¬ 
vised  that  this  was  correct  procedure, 
and  that  a  point  of  order  could  properly 
be  made  and  sustained  under  the  pro¬ 
cedure  which  is  established  by  the  bill. 

The  other  real  departure  in  the  con- 
*  ference  report  from  the  Senate  bill — • 
and  the  only  other  substantial  depar¬ 
ture — is  one  which  raises  the  size  of  the 
program  for  the  first  year.  In  the  case 
of  the  General  Services  Administration 
part  of  the  program,  the  amCunt  is 


raised  from  $4  million  to  a  maximum  of 
$5  million. 

In  the  case  of  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  part? of  the  project,  the  amount  is 
raised  from  a  maximum  of  $1  million  tc 
a  maximum  of  $3  million. 

The  conferees  felt  that  that  was  not 
only  in  line  with  the  program,  but  was 
advantageous,  in  view  of  the  3-year  re¬ 
striction,  which  means  that  a  real  be¬ 
ginning  can  be  made  at  once,  and  the 
3  years  will  reflect  a  better  period  of  trial 
than  would  be  the  case  if  the  operation 
got  under  way  more  slowly,  as  was  con¬ 
templated  by  the  Senate  at  the  time  of 
the  passage  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Without  further  laboring  the  question, 

I  merely  wish  to  remind  the  Senate  that 
the  conference  report  is  unanimous. 
The  opinions  of  the  conferees  were  by 
no  means  unanimous  when  we  began 
the  conference  but  the  proposal  marks, 

I  think,  a  rather  constructive  working 
out  of  the  ideas  of  the  House  and  the 
ideas  of  the  two  groups  within  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  who  were  striving  to  achieve  some¬ 
thing  workable  in  this  field,  which  would 
relieve  Congress  of  some  of  the  details 
while,  at  the  same  time,  not  releasing  too 
greatly  the  powers  or  the  responsibilities 
of  Congress. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE.  When  the  Senator  from 
Florida  is  mentioning  the  difficulties  and 
the  labors  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence,  I  wish  to  pay  tribute  to  the  patience 
and  diplomatic  ability  of  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Martin!. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Florida  will 
agree  with  me  that  although  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  began  its  work  with 
many  points  of  possible  dispute  and 
difference,  it  was  in  part,  at  least,  due  to 
the  genial  disposition,  patience,  and 
kindly  attitude  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  that  an 
agreement  was  reached. 

Mi-.  HOLLAND.  That  is  certainly 
true;  and  I  may  say  that  the  same  ob¬ 
servation  could  be  made  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  chairman  of  the  House 
group  of  conferees,  who  is  also  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  our  sister  body,  who  also  had  very 
definite  convictions  in  the  matter. 

I  think  the  entire  conference  was  a 
constructive  one,  and  that  definitely  use¬ 
ful  results  were  accomplished.  Certain¬ 
ly  that  is  the  hope  and  belief  of  all  the 
conferees* 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  when, 
approximately  a  year  ago,  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  first  began  to  grapple 
with  the  problems  of  formulating  lease- 
purchase  legislation,  it  studied  as  a  point 
of  departure  the  three  ways  by  which  a 
public  agency  acquires  the  necessary 
space  in  which  to  house  its  many  activ¬ 
ities.  The  first  is  the  outright  purchase 
of  property.  That  type  of  acquisi¬ 
tion,  Mr.  President,  has  not  been  engaged 
in  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  for  about  a  decade  and  a  half. 
The  reason,  I  think,  is  quite  obvious. 


The  fiscal  situation  and  the  difficulties, 
money-wise,  which  the  Government  has 
encountered  in  the  past  15  years  have 
prevented  Congress  from  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  construction  of  new 
buildings. 

A  second  way  in  which  space  has  been 
historically  acquired  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  been  upon  a  rental  or  a  lease 
basis.  I  think  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  were  consider¬ 
ably  impressed  by  the  fact  that  there 
have  been  instances  when  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  paid  rent  on  specific  buildings 
for  as  long  as  a  half  century.  Obviously, 
at  the  end  of  the  50  years,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  nothing  to  show  for  its  periodic 
payments  of  money  which  had  been 
made.  That,  I  think,  has  been  a  real 
loss.  Throughout  such  extended  periods 
of  payment,  no  equity  in  the  properties 
has  been  created  in  the  Goverment. 

The  third  means  by  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  acquire  the  space  necessary  to 
conduct  its  operations  is  through  what 
has  been  termed  a  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tract,  an  arrangement  known  to  millions 
of  American  families  and  individuals. 
It  is  a  method  of  purchase,  by  install¬ 
ment  payments,  of  the  great  majority  of 
homes  in  which  the  families  of  America 
live. 

So  it  seemed  from  the  very  begin¬ 
ning — and  I  think  I  can  say  that  there 
was  considerable  agreement  in  the  com¬ 
mittee — that  Congress  might  well  con¬ 
sider  the  adoption  of  a  proper  type  of 
lease-purchase  legislation,  so  that  the 
Government  would  be  able  to  acquire 
an  equity  in  the  property  which  it  was 
using,  by  means  of  the  installment  pay¬ 
ments,  monthly  or  quarterly,  of  moneys 
necessary  to  continue  the  occupancy  of 
the  buildings. 

But  it  seemed,  also,  that  there  ap¬ 
peared  a  considerable  number  of  hazards 
in  giving  to  any  Federal  agency  a  clear, 
untrammeled  power  to  enter  into  lease- 
purchase  agreements  wholesale,  across 
the  entire  breadth  of  the  land.  I  think 
that  from  the  very  beginning  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Martin],  the  able  chairman  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee,  and  also  the 
members  of  the  committee  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  were  in  firm  agreement 
that  Congress  ought  to  reserve  to  itself, 
perhaps  through  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House,  some  restrictions  upon  an  other¬ 
wise  untrammeled  authority,  which  was 
evidenced  in  the  bill  as  it  came  from 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

When  the  bill  reached  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  some  Members  in  good  faith 
believed,  for  constitutional  reasons  or 
reasons  of  policy,  that  there  should  be 
no  congressional  restraints  upon  this 
broad  delegation  of  authority  in  the  bill. 
On  the  floor  of  the  Senate  the  question 
was  debated  whether  Congress  should 
continue,  as  the  bill  indicated  it  would 
continue,  to  maintain  an  authority  over 
the  types  of  lease-purchase  agreements 
to  be  entered  into,  or  whether,  to  the 
contrary,  it  should,  in  wholesale  fashion, 
delegate  the  authority  to  enter  into 
lease-purchase  agreements  to  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  and  the 
Post  Office  Department? 
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The  Senate  demonstrated  conclusive¬ 
ly  its  views  upon  that  question  when, 
by  a  vote  of  60  to  8,  it  determined  that 
Congress,  and  the  appropriate  commit¬ 
tees  of  Congress,  should  continue  to 
have,  a  responsibility  to  determine 
whether  lease-purchase  agreements 
would  be  or  would  not  be  entered  into. 
That  responsibility,  in  acceptable  lan¬ 
guage,  remains  in  the  conference  report. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  the  able  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  recommended  that  contractual 
standards  be  written  into  the  bill,  and 
the  members  of  the  committee  were  hap¬ 
py  to  work  with  them  in  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  along  that  line. 

In  addition  to  that,  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  has  suggested,  there  is  also  in  this 
proposed  legislation  the  requirement 
that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  itself  shall 
determine  whether  in  each  instance  a 
proposed  lease-purchase  contract  will  fit 
into  the  pattern  of  things,  moneywise,  so 
far  as  the  administration  is  concerned. 

We  accomplished  one  more  thing  in 
which  I  think  the  people  of  the  country 
will  be  interested.  We  wrote  into  the  bill 
the  provision  that,  when  payments  are 
made  by  the  Government  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual  who  is  constructing  the  building 
and  selling  it  to  the  United  States,  and 
during  the  entire  lifetime  of  the  con¬ 
tract,  ad  valorem  taxes  will  be  paid  not 
only  to  the  community  in  which  the 
building  is  located,  but  also  to  the  coun¬ 
ty,  and  to  the  State  as  well,  in  a  State 
where  an  ad  valorem  real  property  tax 
is  in  effect.  I  am  a  firm  adherent  to 
the  doctrine  that  in  lieu  tax  payments 
should  be  made  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  where  the  burden  of  large  Federal 
holdings  is  imposed  upon  communities. 

Until  the  time  comes,  and  I  hope  it 
may  be  soon,  Mr.  President,  when  dwin¬ 
dling  local  tax  bases  will  not  face  Fed¬ 
eral  governmental  encroachment,  the 
provisions  of  this  bill  will  be  helpful  to 
the  local  taxpayer.  Until  Congress 
passes  legislation  to  assist  American 
cities  as  expanded  Federal  activities  bite 
off  great  chunks  from  local  tax  rolls,  we 
have  here  a  good  provision. 

The  average  lease-purchase  contract 
will  run,  I  suppose,  10  years  or  more;  and 
during  that  time  the  property  involved 
will  continue  to  support  local  govern¬ 
ment.  Meanwhile,  I  believe  broad  gage 
in-lieu  tax  legislation  will  have  been 
enacted  by  the  Congress. 

So  I  am  confident  that  we  may  honest¬ 
ly  say  that  in  the  proposed  legislation, 
a  forward  step  has  been  taken,  and  a 
modern  technique  of  business  has  been 
given  to  the  Federal  agencies  involved, 
to  enable  them  to  acquire  necessary 
space  to  house  the  activities  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  This  is  the  same  basis  of  up- 
to-date  procedure  which  well-managed 
business  employs. 

I  should  like  to  comment  briefly  on 
one  more  aspect.  The  bill  represents  an 
arrangement  which  will  remain  in  effect 
for  three  years.  Out  in  the  open  for 
all  those  interested  to  observe,  for  all 
in  the  Government  and  out  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  scrutinize,  a  record  will  be 


made  upon  which  it  can  then  be  de¬ 
termined  whether  this  type  of  legisla¬ 
tion  should  become  permanent.  If  the 
General  Administration  Services  and  the 
Post  Office  Department  move  vigorously, 
I  am  sure  we  will  learn  before  the  trial 
period  is  over  that  this  plan  will  solve 
problems  of  governmental  agencies  as  it 
does  for  individuals. 

It  is  a  fine  thing  for  one  such  as  I, 
a  Member  of  the  Senate  for  only  a  short 
time,  to  observe  the  processes  by  which 
a  bill  can  be  strengthened  and  safe¬ 
guarded,  all  in  the  public  interest,  and 
which,  when  finally  passed,  presents  to 
the  agencies  of  the  Government  a  new 
opportunity,  by  using  good  business 
judgment,  to  acquire  in  the  towns  and 
communities  of  America  buildings  which 
are  necessary  to  enable  the  public  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  be  properly  conducted. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  For  the  record  made 
on  the  bill,  I  think  a  Senator  who  is  not 
a  member  of  the  conference  committee 
should  say  a  word  of  commendation  for 
the  very  fine  work  which  the  members 
of  that  committee  have  done  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  bill.  I  am  a  member  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works,  and 
I  have  confessed  that  the  bill  came  to 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  in  such  form  that, 
after  some  of  the  defects  were  exposed, 
we  did  not  have  as  much  pride  in  it  as 
we  had  theretofore. 

This  is  one  instance  in  which  the 
junior  Senator  from  Mississippi  thinks 
a  bill  was  greatly  improved  and 
strengthened  on  the  Senate  floor.  The 
bill  then  went  to  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee.  I  was  not  a  member  of  that 
committee,  but  I  did,  as  a  substitute,  at¬ 
tend  one  of  its  meetings  in  the  begin¬ 
ning.  It  seemed  like  it  was  impossible 
for  the  members  ever  to  reach  a  com¬ 
mon  basis  of  understanding  as  a  result 
of  which  a  bill  could  emerge,  much  less 
to  have  a  unanimous  report.  Because 
of  the  very  fine  work  of  the  competent 
men  who  composed  the  conference 
group,  I  think  we  now  have  before  us  a 
bill  which  is  stronger  than  it  was  when 
it  went  to  conference — stronger  by  far — 
and  which  at  the  same  time  retains  the 
principles  and  the  substance  contained 
in  the  amendments  adopted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  which  improved  the  bill  as  reported 
by  the  committee. 

I  think  a  word  should  be  said  about 
the  fine  work  of  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  The  proposal  made 
by  him  was  a  sound  one  and  strength¬ 
ened  the  bill,  and  time  will  prove  the 
wisdom  of  his  position.  Other  Senators 
joined,  of  course,  in  his  proposal,  but, 
with  his  usual  thoroughness,  he  pre¬ 
sented  his  proposal  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  and  it  was  accepted.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  I  think  the  bill  has  been  greatly 
strengthened. 

I  certainly  hope  time  will  prove,  as  has 
been  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  that  this  arrangement  will  be  an 
improvement  over  the  old  system.  The 
bill  presents  great  possibilities.  Con¬ 
gress  still  has  control. 
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I  wish  again  to  commend  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  all  those  who  contributed  to 
the  provisions  of  the  bill,  and  express 
the  hope  that  it  will  be  workable,  sound 
legislation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  should  like  to  say, 
in  answer  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi,  that  I  well  recall  sev¬ 
eral  instances  in  which  he  contributed 
in  great  part  to  the  improvement  of  the 
proposed  legislation.  I  remember  spe¬ 
cifically  the  question  whether  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  continue  to  control  the  de¬ 
cisions  which  would  be  made  by  the 
Government  agencies,  that  it  was  his 
argument  which  went  a  long  way  in  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  to¬ 
ward  keeping  before  the  committee  the 
provision  on  that  aspect  which  is  now 
in  the  bill.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  along  with  my  other  col¬ 
leagues,  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  and  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case].  All  of 
them  deserve  high  praise  for  their  dili¬ 
gent  efforts,  which  resulted  in  an  excel¬ 
lent  piece  of  legislation. 

As  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  has 
suggested,  other  distinguished  Members 
of  the  Senate  who  are  not  members  of 
the  committee  should  also  be  com¬ 
mended.  I  have  in  mind  the  senior 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  who 
took  part  in  making  additional  recom¬ 
mendations  in  the  nature  of  safeguards 
so  far  as  the  public  interest  is  concerned. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  wish  to  congratulate  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  for  the  fine  work  he  has 
done  on  the  bill,  and  also  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland] 
for  what  he  did,  as  well  as  to  thank  the 
other  members  of  the  committee  and  the 
conferees  who  have  worked  out  the  com¬ 
promise  which  is  now  before  the  Senate. 

It  seems  to  me  the  conference  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  finding  a  device  whereby  the 
committees  can  very  properly  keep  an 
eagle  eye  on  the  way  the  post-office  leases 
are  handled,  in  order  to  make  sure  that 
there  will  not  be  a  repetition  of  the  kind 
of  scandals  which  took  place  under  sec¬ 
tion  608  of  the  Housing  Act.  I  think  a 
very  good  device  has  been  found  under 
which  Congress  and  the  appropriate 
committees  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
examine  into  the  lease-purchase  con¬ 
tracts,  and  make  sure  they  are  in  the 
public  interest  when  it  is  necessary  that 
contracts  be  entered  into  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  post  offices. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  I  may  for  a  moment 
speak  for  all  my  brethren  on  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  wish  to  express  our  thanks  for 
the  comments  which  the  Senator  has 
made.  And  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
is  completely  right  when  he  says  the  bill 
is  in  the  public  interest.  The  conference 
bill  provides  for  a  complete  disclosure  of 
all  contracts  for  post  offices  and  other 
governmental  buildings  which  it  is  con¬ 
templated  will  be  entered  into  by  the 
two  Government  agencies. 
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Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I,  too,  wish  to  express 
my  appreciation  to  the  members  on  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  the  sub¬ 
committee,  and  to  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  for  the  work  they  did  on  the  bill. 
As  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida,  and  other  Senators  who  worked 
on  the  bill  very  diligently,  may  know,  I 
was  somewhat  concerned,  because  we 
were  entering  a  new  field,  that  legis¬ 
lation  would  be  proposed  which  would 
prove  to  be  ineffective. 

I  wish  to  say  that  I  am  greatly  pleased 
with  the  conference  report  which  has 
been  returned.  The  bill  provides  the 
Government  with  an  opportunity  now 
to  construct  buildings  throughout  the 
Nation  under  lease-purchase  contracts, 
and  instead  of  paying  rentals  for  liter¬ 
ally  hundreds  of  years,  the  Government, 
in  a  matter  of  years,  will  own  the  build¬ 
ings.  That  is  a  program  which  is  new. 

I  think  the  committee  is  entitled  to 
the  thanks  of  the  Congress  and  the 
people  of  the  country.  I  am  aware  of 
the  crosscurrents  and  concerns  en¬ 
countered  during  the  writing  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation. 

I  am  happy  to  appear  in  the  Senate 
this  afternoon  and  express  my  delight 
and  my  sincere  thanks  to  the  members 
of  the  committee  for  the  work  they  have 
done  on  the  bill,  because  I  know  that  in 
the  future  the  Government  will  receive 
value  for  the  money  it  spends  for  the 
buildings  contemplated  under  the  bill. 
I  can  speak  from  experience  as  a  former 
Governor  of  Kansas,  where  there  is  in 
operation  a  plan  similar  to  the  one  now 
proposed  for  the  Federal  Government. 
I  can  inform  the  Senate  that  in  Kansas 
the  plan  is  working  very  well. 

We  are  indebted  to  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  and  to  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  sure  I  speak  for 
every  member  of  the  subcommittee  and 
the  full  committee  in  expressing  my 
thanks  for  the  generous  comments  of 
the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  follow¬ 
ing  adoption  of  the  conference  report, 
I  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  of 
the  excellent  work  done  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  having  the  bill  under  considera¬ 
tion.  The  bill  has  been  considered  for 
almost  1  year.  It  represents  a  complete 
departure  from  anything  the  United 
States  Government  has  previously  un¬ 
dertaken. 

Personally,  I  think  the  bill  provides 
sufficient  safeguards,  and  that  it  will 
work  to  the  advantage  of  the  American 
people. 

At  this  time  I  wish  to  thank  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
and  also  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Case],  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  all  of  whom  de¬ 


voted  many  hours  and  earnest  efforts  to 
the  formulation  of  the  bill.  I  also  wish 
to  thank  the  other  Senators  who,  when 
the  bill  came  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
helped  work  out  the  amendments  and 
devoted  a  great  deal  of  time  and  effort 
to  their  consideration.  I  also  wish  to 
express  my  profound  appreciation  and 
thanks  to  the  Senate  Members  and  also 
the  House  Members  of  the  committee  of 
conference.  All  of  them  worked  dili¬ 
gently  toward  the  sole  end  of  preparing 
a  bill  which  would  contain  proper  safe¬ 
guards  and  also  provide  for  accomplish¬ 
ing  the  desired  results. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  wish  to 
state  that  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  was  in  opposition  to  the 
bill.  If  he  were  now  on  the  floor,  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  might  wish  to  express  his  op¬ 
position  to  the  bill.  Last  night  he  told 
me  that  at  this  time  he  would  not  do 
anything  except  express  his  opposition. 
In  fairness  to  him,  I  think  that  statement 
should  be  made. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 

CONTRACTS — CORRECTIONS  IN 

ENROLLMENT  OF  BILL 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Up¬ 
ton  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the  Senate 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  251,  which 
was  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  in  the  enroll¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6342  entitled  ‘‘An  act 
to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949 
to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and 
to  provide  for  the  construction  of  certain 
public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts;  to  extend  the  authority  of 
the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for 
post-office  purposes;  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,”  the  Clerk  of  the  House  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  make  the  following  cor¬ 
rections  : 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu 
of  that  proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  1  insert  a  period  in  lieu 
of  the  semicolon. 

In  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu  of  that  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
numbered  5  insert  quotation  marks  before 
each  of  the  eight  parenthetical  numerals, 
and  at  the  end  of  such  matter  insert  a  period 
in  lieu  of  the  semicolon. 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu 
of  that  proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  15  insert  a  period  in  lieu 
of  the  semicolon. 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu 
of  that  proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  17  insert  a  period  in  lieu 
of  the  semicolon. 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  inserted  in  lieu 
of  that  proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  19  insert  a  comma  in  lieu 
of  the  semicolon. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  con¬ 
current  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  251), 
was  considered  and  agreed  to. 


MULTIPLE  MINERAL  USE  OF  PUBLIC 
LANDS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3344)  to  amend  the  mineral 
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leasing  laws  to  provide  for  multiple 
mineral  development  of  the  same  tracts 
of  the  public  lands,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  S MATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Beall 
in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  first  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc 
are  as  follows: 

On  page  4,  at  the  beginning  of  line  6, 
to  strike  out  ‘‘February  10,  1954"  and  insert 
‘‘December  11,  1953”;  on  page  5.  line  20, 
after  the  word  “tract”,  to  insert  "then  avail¬ 
able  for  such  leasing”;  on  page  8,  line  7, 
after  the  word  “leasing”,  to  strike  out  “law” 
and  insert  “laws”;  on  page  11,  line  22,  after 
the  word  “as”,  to  strike  out  “he”  and  insert 
“the  Secretary”;  in  line  24,  after  the  word 
“lease”,  to  insert  “provided  expressly,  that 
not  less  than  ninety  days  prior  to  the  filing 
of  such  request  for  publication  there  shall 
have  been  filed  for  record  in  the  county 
office  of  record  for  the  county  in  which  the 
lands  covered  thereby  are  situate  a  notice 
of  the  filing  of  such  application  or  offer  or 
of  the  issuance  of  such  permit  or  lease  which 
notice  shall  set  forth  the  date  of  such  filing 
or  issuance,  the  name  and  address  of  the 
applicant,  offeror,  permittee  or  lessee  and 
the  description  of  the  lands  covered  by  such 
Application,  offer,  permit  or  lease”;  on  page 
12,  line  9,  after  the  word  “by”,  to  insert  “a 
certified  copy  of  such  recorded  notice  and”; 
after  line  24,  to  insert: 

“The  filing  of  such  request  for  publication 
shall  also  be  accompanied  by  the  certificate 
of  a  title  or  abstract  company,  or  of  a  title 
abstractor,  or  of  an  attorney,  based  upon 
such  company’s  abstractor’s,  or  attorney’s 
examination  of  the  instruments  affecting 
the  lands  involved,  of  record  in  the  public 
records  of  the  county  in  which  said  lands 
are  situate  as  shown  by  the  indices  of  the 
public  records  in  the  county  office  of  record 
for  said  county,  setting  forth  the  name  of 
any  person  disclosed  by  said  instruments  to 
have  an  interest  in  said  lands  under  any 
unpatented  mining  claim  heretofore  lo¬ 
cated,  together  with  the  address  of  such 
person  if  disclosed  by  such  instruments  of 
record.” 

On  page  14,  at  the  beginning  of  line  1, 
to  insert  "heretofore  located”;  on  page  15, 
line  17,  after  the  word  “be”,  to  strike  out 
“sent”  and  insert  "mailed”;  on  page  15,  line 
22,  after  "section  7,”  to  insert  “and  shall 
cause  a  copy  of  such  notice  to  be  mailed  by 
registered  mail  to  each  person  whose  name 
and  address  is'1  set  forth  in  the  title  or  ab¬ 
stract  company’s  or  title  abstractor’s  attor¬ 
ney’s  certificate  filed  as  aforesaid,  as  having 
an  interest  in  the  lands  described  in  said  no¬ 
tice  under  any  unpatented  mining  claim 
heretofore  located,  such  notice  to  be  di¬ 
rected  to  such  person’s  address  as  set  forth 
in  such  certificate”;  on  page  16,  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  line  8,  to  insert  “heretofore  lo¬ 
cated”;  on  page  17,  line  19,  after  the  word 
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“claim”,  to  Insert  ‘‘heretofore  located”;  on 
page  19.  after  line  23.  to  strike  out: 

“Sec.  9.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act.  and  particularly 
section  5  (b)  (7)  thereof,  or  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  August  12,  1953  (67  Stat.  539), 
and  particularly  section  3  thereof,  any  min¬ 
ing  claim,  whether  heretofore  or  hereafter 
located  under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United 
States,  for,  or  based  upon  a  discovery  of  a 
mineral  deposit  which  is  a  fissionable  source 
material  and  which,  except  for  the  possible 
contrary  construction  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act,  would  have  been  or  would  be  locatable 
under  such  mining  laws,  shall  be  valid  and 
effective  in  all  respects  to  the  same  extent 
as  if  said  mineral  deposit  were  a  locatable 
mineral  deposit  other  than  a  fissionable 
source  material.  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  said  section  5  (b)  (7)  of  the 

Atomic  Energy  Act  no  mining  claim  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  located  under  the  mining 
laws  of  the  United  States  shall  be  subject  to, 
and  no  mineral  patent  hereafter  issued  shall 
contain,  a  reservation  to  the  United  States 
of  fissionable  source  material,  but  the  United 
States,  its  agents  or  representatives,  shall 
have  the  right  at  any  time  to  enter  upon 
the  land  to  prospect  for,  mine  and  remove 
fissionable  source  material  upon  making  just 
compensation  for  any  damage  or  injury  oc¬ 
casioned  thereby:  Provided,  That  no  such 
right  of  entry  shall  be  exercised  unless  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  shall  have  de¬ 
termined  that  the  security  needs  of  the 
United  States  require  emergency  production 
of  fissionable  source  materials:  Provided 
further,  That  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to 
the  owners  of  rights  under  any  such  mining 
claim  for  any  fissionable  source  material  so 
mined  and  removed  by  the  United  States,  its 
agents  or  representatives,  shall  be  such 
amounts  as  the  Commission  in  its  discretion 
deems  to  be  fair  and  reasonable.”  1 

On  page  21,  after  line  4,  to  insert: 

“Sec.  9.  Notwithstanding  any  previous 
act,  regulation,  or  decision,  the  reservation 
of  minerals  in  lands  withdrawn  from  the 
public  domain  for  mineral  purposes  by  Exec¬ 
utive  order,  proclamation,  or  other  adminis¬ 
trative  procedure  shall  be  applicable  only 
to  those  minerals  and  for  the  purposes  ex¬ 
pressed  in  said  Executive  order,  proclama¬ 
tion,  or  other  administrative  procedure.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  retain  the 
power  and  authority  to  dispose  of  other 
leasable  minerals  in  said  lands  by  leasing 
procedures  applicable  to  the  public  domain. 
This  section  shall  become  effective  April  1, 
1955.” 

On  page  21,  after  line  15,  to  insert: 

“Sec.  10.  The  Atomic  Energy  Act  is  hereby 
amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Section  5  (b)  (5)  is  revised  to  read: 

“'(5)  Acquisition:  The  Commission  is  au¬ 
thorized,  to  the  extent  it  deems  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  act,  to  pur¬ 
chase,  take,  requisition,  condemn,  or  other¬ 
wise  acquire — 

“‘(A)  supplies  of  source  materials  or  any 
Interest  in  real  property  containing  deposits 
of  source  materials;  and 

“  ‘(B)  rights  to  enter  upon  any  real  prop¬ 
erty  deemed  by  it  to  have  possibilities  of  con¬ 
taining  deposits  of  source  materials  and  to 
conduct  prospecting  and  exploratory  opera¬ 
tions  for  such  deposits. 

Any  purchase  made  under  this  paragraph 
may  be  made  without  regard  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(U.  S.  C.,  title  41,  sec.  5)  upon  certification 
by  the  Commission  that  such  action  is  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  interest  of  the  common  defense 
and  security,  or  upon  a  showing  that  adver¬ 
tising  is  not  reasonably  practicable,  and  par¬ 
tial  and  advance  payments  may  be  made 
thereunder.  The  Commission  may  establish 
guaranteed  prices  for  all  source  materials 
delivered  to  it  within  a  specified  time.  Just 
compensation  shall  be  made  for  any  prop¬ 


erty  or  Interest  In  property  taken,  requisi¬ 
tioned,  or  condemned  under  this  paragraph.’ 

“(b)  Section  5  (b)  (6)  is  revised  to  read: 

"‘(6)  Operations  on  lands  belonging  to 
the  United  States :  The  Commission  is  auth¬ 
orized.  to  the  extent  it  deems  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  act,  to  issue 
leases  or  permits  for  prospecting  for,  explora¬ 
tion  for,  mining,  or  removal  of  deposits  of 
source  materials  (or  for  any  or  all  of  these 
purposes)  in  lands  belonging  to  the  United 
States.’ 

“(c)  Section  5  (b)  (7)  is  revised  to  read : 

“  ‘(7)  Public  lands:  No  individual,  corpora¬ 
tion,  partnership,  or  association,  which  had 
any  part,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  atomic  bomb  project,  may 
benefit  by  any  location,  entry,  or  settlement 
upon  the  public  domain  made  after  such  in¬ 
dividual,  corporation,  partnership,  or  asso¬ 
ciation  took  part  in  such  project,  if  such  in¬ 
dividual,  corporation,  partnership,  or  asso¬ 
ciation,  by  reason  of  having  had  such  part 
in  the  development  of  the  atomic  bomb  proj¬ 
ect,  acquired  confidential  official  informa¬ 
tion  as  to  the  existence  of  deposits  of  such 
uranium,  thorium,  or  other  materials  in  the 
specific  lands  upon  which  such  location, 
entry,  or  settlement  is  made,  and  subsequent 
to  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act 
made  such  location,  entry,  or  settlement  or 
cause  the  same  to  be  made  for  his,  or  its,  or 
their  benefit.  In  cases  where  any  patent, 
conveyance,  lease,  permit,  or  other  authoriza¬ 
tion  has  been  issued,  which  reserved  to  the 
United  States  source  materials  and  the  right 
to  enter  upon  the  land  and  prospect  for, 
mine,  and  remove  the  same,  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  which  issued  the 
patent,  conveyance,  lease,  permit,  or  other 
authorization  shall,  on  application  of  the 
holder  thereof,  issue  a  new  or  supplemental 
patent,  conveyance,  lease,  permit,  or  other 
authorization  without  such  reservation.’ 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Act,  and  particularly  sec¬ 
tion  5  (b)  (7)  thereof,  prior  to  its  amend¬ 
ment  hereby,  or  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
August  12,  1953  (67  Stat.  539),  and  particu¬ 
larly  section  3  thereof,  any  mining  claim, 
heretofore  located  under  the  mining  laws 
of  the  United  States,  for,  or  based  upon  a 
discovery  of  a  mineral  deposit  which  is  a 
fissionable  source  material  and  which,  except 
for  the  possible  contrary  construction  of  said 
Atomic  Energy  Act,  would  have  been  locata¬ 
ble  under  such  mining  laws,  shall,  insofar  as 
adversely  affected  by  such  possible  contrary 
construction,  be  valid  and  effective,  in  all 
respects  to  the  same  extent  as  if  said  mineral 
deposit  were  a  locatable  mineral  deposit 
other  than  a  fissionable  source  material.” 

On  page  24,  line  12,  to  change  the  section 
number  from  “10”  to  “11”;  on  page  25,  line 
10,  after  “(60  Stat.  755)”,  to  strike  out  “and 
all  heretofore  enacted  acts  which  are  amend¬ 
atory  of  or  supplementary  to  said  act”  and 
insert  “as  amended";  in  line  16,  after  “5  (b)  ”, 
to  strike  out  “(7)  ”  and  insert  “(1) )  ”;  in  line 
18.  after  the  word  “States”,  to  strike  out 
“  ‘uranium  lease  application’  shall  mean  an 
application  for  a  uranium  lease  filed  with 
said  Commission  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  its  Domestic  Uranium  Program  Circular  7 
(10  C.  F.  R.  60.7) ;  ‘uranium  lease’  shall  mean 
a  uranium  mining  lease  issued  by  said  Com¬ 
mission  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  said 
Circular”  and  insert  “  ‘uranium  lease  appli¬ 
cation’  shall  mean  an  application  for  a  urani¬ 
um  lease  filed  with  said  Commission  with  re¬ 
spect  to  lands  which  would  be  open  for  entry 
under  the  mining  laws  except  for  their  being 
lands  embraced  within  art  offer,  application, 
permit,  or  lease  under  the  mineral  leasing 
laws  or  lands  known  to  be  valuable  for  min¬ 
erals  leasable  under  those  laws;  ‘uranium 
lease’  shall  mean  a  uranium  mining  lease 
issued  by  said  Commission  with  respect  to 
any  such  lands”;  and  on  page  26,  line  8,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  “11”  to  “12”, 
so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 


“Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That,  (a)  subject  to  the 
conditions  and  provisions  of  this  act  and  to 
any  valid  intervening  rights  acquired  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  any  mining 
claim  located  under  the  mining  laws  of  the 
United  States  subsequent  to  July  31,  1939, 
and  prior  to  February  10,  1954,  on  lands  of 
the  United  States,  which  at  the  time  of  loca¬ 
tion  were — 

“(1)  included  in  a  permit  or  lease  Issued 
under  the  mineral  leasing  laws;  or 

“(2)  covered  by  an  application  or  offer  for 
a  permit  or  lease  which  had  been  filed  under 
the  mineral  leasing  laws;  or 

“(3)  known  to  be  valuable  for  minerals 
subject  to  disposition  under  the  mineral 
leasing  laws, 

shall  be  effective  to  the  same  extent  In  all 
respects  as  if  such  lands  at  the  time  of  loca¬ 
tion,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  had  not 
been  so  included  or  covered  or  known:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That,  in  order  to  be  entitled 
to  the  benefits  of  this  act,  the  owner  of  any 
such  mining  claim  located  prior  to  January 
1,  1953,  must  have  posted  and  filed  for  record, 
within  the  time  allowed  by  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  August  12.  1953  (67  Stat.  539),  an 
amended  notice  of  location  as  to  such  min¬ 
ing  claim,  stating  that  such  notice  was  filed 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  said  act  of 
August  12,  1953,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  benefits  thereof:  And  provided 
further,  That,  in  order  to  obtain  the  benefits  | 
of  this  act.  the  owner  of  any  such  mining 
claim  located  subsequent  to  December  31, 

1952,  and  prior  to  February  10,  1954,  not 
later  than  120  days  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  act,  must  post  on  such  claim 
in  the  manner  required  for  posting  notice 
of  location  of  mining  claims  and  file  for 
record  in  the  office  where  the  notice  or  cer¬ 
tificate  of  location  of  such  claim  is  of  record, 
an  amended  notice  of  location  for  such 
claim,  stating  that  such  notice  is  filed  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  and  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  benefits  thereof 
and,  within  said  120-day  period,  if  such 
owner  shall  have  filed  a  uranium  lease  appli¬ 
cation  as  to  the  tract  covered  by  such  min¬ 
ing  claim,  must  file  with  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  a  withdrawal  of  such  uranium 
lease  application  or,  if  a  uranium  lease  shall 
have  issued  pursuant  thereto,  a  release  of 
such  lease,  and  must  record  a  notice  of  the 
filing  of  such  withdrawal  or  release  in  the 
county  office  wherein  such  notice  or  certifi¬ 
cate  of  location  shall  have  been  filed  for 
record. 

“(b)  Labor  performed  or  Improvements 
made  after  the  original  location  of  and  upon 
or  for  the  benefit  of  any  mining  claim  which 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  this  act 
under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  1,  shall  be  recognized  as  appli¬ 
cable  to  such  mining  claim  for  all  purposes 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  validity  of  such 
mining  claim  were  in  no  respect  dependent 
upon  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

“(c)  As  to  any  land  covered  by  any  min¬ 
ing  claim  which  is  entitled  to  the  benefits  of 
this  act  under  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  1,  any  withdrawal  or  reser¬ 
vation  of  lands  made  after  the  original  loca¬ 
tion  of  such  mining  claim  is  hereby  modified 
and  amended  so  that  the  effect  thereof  upon 
such  mining  claim  shall  be  the  same  as  if 
such  mining  claim  had  been  located  upon 
lands  of  the  United  States  which,  subsequent 
to  July  31,  1939,  and  prior  to  the  date  of  such 
withdrawal  or  reservation,  were  subject  to 
location  under  the  mining  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  If  any  mining  claim  which 
shall  have  been  located  subseqeunt  to  De¬ 
cember  31,  1952,  and  prior  to  December  11, 

1953,  and  which  shall  be  entitled  to  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  this  act,  shall  cover  any  lands  em¬ 
braced  within  any  mining  claim  which  shall 
have  been  located  prior  to  January  1,  1953, 
and  which  shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefits 
of  this  act,  then  as  to  such  area  of  conflict 
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To  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  certain  public  buildings  thereon  by  executing  purchase  contracts ; 
to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quarters  for  post- 
office  purposes ;  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be,  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

TITLE  I— GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  101.  The  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  (1) 
redesignating  section  411  thereof  as  section  412,  and  (2)  inserting, 
immediately  after  section  410  thereof,  the  following  new  section : 

“Sec.  411.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
determines  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for  the  permanent  activities 
-Tif  the  Federal  Government  in  any  particular  area  cannot  be  satisfied 
by  utilization  of  any  existing  property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then 
owned  by  the  Government,  and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  obtain  and  provide  space  for  the  accommodation  of  activities 
of  the  Government  in  the  several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States  (including 
Guam),  except  for  the  accommodation  of  activities  of  the  Post  Office 
Department,  by  negotiating  and  entering  into  purchase  contracts,  the 
terms  of  which  shall  not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five 
vears  and  which  shall  provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  con- 
tract  term  and  upon  fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated 
in  each  of  such  purchase  contracts.  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall 
include  provision  for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed 
upon  therein  of  installment  payments  made  thereunder  including  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  exchange  of  surplus  real  property  or  real  property 
which  may  become  surplus  as  a  result  of  such  agreement,  where  the 
Administrator  determines  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Government 
in  economy  and  efficiency  of  operation  will  be  served.  Every  pur¬ 
chase  contract  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  provide  for 

) equal  annual  payments  for  the  amortization  of  principal  with  interest 
thereon  and  the  Administrator  shall  not  enter  into  any  such  conti  act 
unless'- the  amount  of  the  annual  payment  required  by  such  contract 
plus  the  aggregate  of  the  annual  payments  required  by  all  other  pui- 
chase  contracts  entered  into  during  the  same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed 
the  specific  limitations  on  such  payments  which  shall  be  provided  m 
appropriation  acts:  Provided ,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a  limitation 
of  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  is  hereby  established  for  such  purpose. 

“(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  authorized  to  exer¬ 
cise  the  powers  granted  in  this  section  with  respect  to  existing  prop¬ 
erties,  including  those  for  which  conversions,  additions,  extensions, 
or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and  properties  upon  which  construc¬ 
tion  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  ot  appli¬ 
cable  purchase  contracts.  _  .  . 

“(c)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  authorized  to  entei 
into  agreements  with  any  person,  copartnership,  corporation,  or  other 
public  or  private  entity,  to  effectuate  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion;  and  is  further  authorized  to  bring  about  the  development  and 
improvement  of  any  land  owned  by  the  United  States  and  under  the 
control  of  the  General  Services  Administration  including  the  demo- 
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lition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situated  thereon,  by  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  purchase  contracts. 

“(d)  Each  such  purchase  contract  shall  include  such  provisions  as 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem 
to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure 
the  performance  of  the  obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties 
that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States :  Provided , 
That  no  such  agreement  may  provide  for  the  payment  by  the  United 
States  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  thereof  of  moneys  in  an  aggregate 
annual  amount  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  appraised  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the  purchase  contract,  or  in  the 
case  of  property  where  construction  shall  not  have  been  completed  at 
that  date  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  fair  market  value  at  the 
date  of  completion  of  such  construction.  No  such  purchase  contract 
shall  provide  for  any  payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  in 
excess  of  the  amount  necessary,  as  determined  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  to — 

“(1)  amortize —  | 

“(A)  the  cost  of  improvements  to  be  constructed  plus  the' 
fair  market  value,  on  the  date  of  the  agreement,  of  the  site, 
if  owned  or  acquired  by  the  contractor ;  or 
“(B)  the  fair  market  value,  on  the  date  of  the  agreement, 
of  completed  improvements  together  with  the  site  thereof ;  or 
“(C)  a  combination  of  the  foregoing  in  the  case  of  existing 
improvements  to  be  remodeled  by  the  contractor ;  and 

“(2)  provide  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest  on  the  outstanding 
principal  as  determined  under  (1)  above;  and 

“(3)  reimburse  the  contractor  for  the  cost  of  any  other  obliga¬ 
tions  assumed  by  him  under  the  contract,  including  (but  not  limi¬ 
ted  to)  payment  of  taxes,  costs  of  carrying  appropriate  insurance, 
and  costs  of  repair  and  maintenance  if  so  assumed  by  the 
contractor. 

“(e)  No  proposed  purchase  contract  agreement  shall  be  executed 
under  this  section  unless  such  agreement  has  been  approved  by  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as  evidenced  by  a  written  state¬ 
ment  of  such  officer  to  the  effect  that  the  execution  of  such  agreement  is 
necessary  and  is  in  conformity  wTith  the  policy  of  the  President.  No 
appropriations  shall  be  made  for  purchase  contract  projects  which  have 
not  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  withird 
three  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  For  the  purpose* 
of  securing  consideration  of  said  approval  the  Administrator  shall 
transmit  to  each  such  Committee  a  prospectus  of  the  proposed  project, 
including  (but  not  limited  to) — 

“  ( 1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building  located  or  to  be  erected 
at  a  given  location  ; 

“(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of  site  and  building 
together  with  the  term  of  years  over  which  payments  would  run 
and  the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would  be  acceptable  for 
any  deferred  part  of  such  cost ; 

“(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space  signed  by  the  head  of 
the  agency  or  agencies  which  will  use  the  facility; 

“(4)  a  statement  by  the  Administrator  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  that  suitable  space  owned  by  the  Government  is 
not  available  and  that  suitable  rental  space  is  not  available  at  a 
price  commensurate  with  that  to  be  afforded  through  the  contract 
proposed ; 

“(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  custodial,  heat  and  utility 
services  to  be  provided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of  their 
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probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any  part  by  the  Government ; 

“(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for  tax  liability,  upkeep 
and  maintenance  of  the  property  by  either  the  contractor  or  the 
Government  during  the  period  of  the  contract; 

“(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  housing  costs  currently 
being  paid  by  the  Government  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in 
the  building  to  be  erected;  and 

“(8)  a  statement  in  writing  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  that  the  project  is  necessary  and  in  conformity  with 
the  policy  of  the  President. 

“(.f)  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available  for  the  payment  of  rent  Payments, 
and  related  charges  for  premises,  whether  appropriated  directly  to  Available  funds, 
the  General  Services  Administration  or  to  any  other  agency  of  the 
Government  and  received  by  said  Administration  for  such  purpose, 
may  be  utilized  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  make 
payments  becoming  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United  States 
as  current  charges  in  connection  with  agreements  entered  into  under 
authority  of  this  section:  Provided ,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  Title  aoquisi- 
expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  such  tion. 

Agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  contract  term  specified  therein 
L/J whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise)  in  the 
absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition,  which 
appropriations  are  hereby  authorized:  Provided  further ,  That  the  Real  property 
value  of  any  Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  under  any  exohange. 
such  agreement  may  be  credited  at  the  time  of  exchange  to  the  pay¬ 
ments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  thereunder:  Provided  further , 

1  That  Government  real  property  to  be  exchanged  may  be  credited  in 
whole  or' in  part  to  the  purchase  price  of  the  property  for  which  it 
:  is  exchanged,  except  that  where  the  amount  of  the  credit  for  the  real 
property  to  be  exchanged  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price, 
the  amount  of  the  remaining  proceeds  shall,  except  as  provided  in 
section  205  of  the  Post  Office  Department  Property  Act  of  1954,  be  Post,  p.  524. 
i  covered  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States. 

“(g)  When  requested  by  the  Postmaster  General,  the  Administrator  Postal  purposes, 
of  General  Services  is  hereby  authorized  to  exercise  the  authority 
vested  in  him  by  this  section  (1)  to  acquire  property  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses,  or  (2)  to  provide  space  for  postal  purposes  in  buildings  acquired 
under  this  section  for  other  purposes. 

“(h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property  acquired  under  Taxes, 
the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  State  and 
fXocal  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall  pass  to  the  Government  of  the 
Wjnited  States. 

“(i)  If  any  provision  of  this  section  or  the  application  thereof  to  Separability, 
any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  the  application  thereof  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall 
not  be  affected  thereby. 

“(j)  (1)  Section  302  (c)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis-  Advertising, 
trative  Services  Act  of  1949  and  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  63  stat.  393. 
jj  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  purchase  contract  agree-  41  usc  252* 
ments  entered  into  under  this  section,  except  that  any  such  agreement 
may  be  entered  into  and  placed  in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  Attorney  Gen- 
to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the  seal's  opinion, 
validity  of  title  to  the  property  described  therein. 

“(2)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  sec-  Non-applioability 
tions  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  of  statutes. 

|  U.  S.  C.  259 ;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 14) ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 1877 
(19  Stat.  370;  40  U.  S.  C.  34) ;  section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  27, 1935, 
as  amended  (60  Stat.  257 ;  40  U.  S.  C.  304c) ;  section  407  of  this  Act ; 
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and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except  applicable  labor  standards 
provisions)  I'elating  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  construction 
of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space,  shall  not  apply  to  purchase  contract 
agreements  executed  under  this  section. ' 

Federal  construe-  Sec.  102.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  the  program 
tion  programs,  authorized  by  this  title  shall  constitute  a  substitute  for or  a  replace¬ 
ment  of  any  program  for  the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such 
structures  as  may  be  required  from  time  to  time  by  the  Federal 

Government.  i 

Sec.  103.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Public  Buildings  Purchase 

Contract  Act  of  1954”. 
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Sec.  201.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  supplement  existing  pro¬ 
visions  of  law  for  the  leasing  of  space  for  postal  purposes  by  providing 
authorization  for  the  acquisition  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  such 
space  through  the  execution  of  lease-purchase  and  other  agreements 
under  which  the  United  States  will  obtain  immediate  use  of  such  space^ 
and  will  make  periodic  payments,  and  in  the  case  of  lease-purchase^ 
agreements  will  obtain  title  to  the  property  described  therein  at  or 
prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  prescribed  therein.  It  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  Congress  that  the  program  authorized  by  section  202  of  this  title 
shall  constitute  a  substitute  for  or  a  replacement  of  any  program  for 
the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  such  structures  as  may  be 
required  from  time  to  time  by  the  postal  service. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Whenever  the  Postmaster  General  determines  that 
(1)  there  is  a  substantial  need  for  space  for  postal  purposes  in  any 
particular  area  which  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing 
property  suitable  for  the  purpose  then  owned  by  the  Government,  (2) 
the  receipts  of  the  post  office  serving  such  area  exceed  $10,000  per  year, 
and  (3)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served  by  taking 
action  hereunder,  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  obtain  and  provide  space 
for  postal  purposes  in  suitable  structures  of  permanent-type  construc¬ 
tion  in  the  several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Territories 
and  possessions  of  the  United  States  (including  Guam),  by  negotiating 
and  entering  into  lease-purchase  agreements,  the  terms  of  which  shall 
not  be  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-five  years  and  which  shall 
provide  in  each  case  that  title  to  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  United 
States  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  leasehold  term  and  upon 
fulfillment  of  the  terms  and  conditions  stipulated  in  each  of  sucM 
lease-purchase  agreements.  Such  terms  and  conditions  shall  included 
provision  for  the  application  to  the  purchase  price  agreed  upon  therein 
of  rental  payments  made  thereunder.  Such  payments  under  any  such 
agreement  may  include  amounts  for  the  amortization  of  the  fair  market 
value  on  the  date  of  such  agreement  of  the  property  described  therein. 
The  financial  transactions  of  the  Post  Office  Department  with  respect 
to  such  lease-purchase  agreements  shall  be  subject  to  the  accounting 
and  auditing  requirements  of  the  Post  Office  Department  h  inancial 
Control  Act  of  1950  (Act  of  August  17,  1950,  ch.  735,  Eighty-first 


39  use  794-794f.  Congress,  second  session). 
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(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  the  Post¬ 
master  General  is  authorized  to  exercise  the  powers  granted  in  this 
section  with  respect  to  existing  properties,  including  those  for  which 
conversions,  additions,  extensions,  or  remodeling  may  be  required,  and 
properties  upon  which  construction  is  to  be  subsequently  effected  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  applicable  lease-purchase  agreements. 

(c)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  the  Post¬ 
master  General  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  any  person, 
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copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  to  effec¬ 
tuate  any  of  tire  purposes  of  this  section;  and  is  further  authorized  Land  deveiop- 
to  bring  about  the  development  and  improvement  of  any  land  pur-  ment,  eto. 
chased  by  the  United  States  for  postal  purposes,  including  the  demo¬ 
lition  of  obsolete  and  outmoded  structures  situate  thereon,  by  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  construction  thereon  by  others  of  such  structures  and 
facilities  as  shall  be  the  subject  of  the  applicable  lease-purchase 


agreement. 


(d)  The  authority  conferred  on  the  Postmaster  General  by  sub- Restriction, 
sections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  to  enter  into  lease-purchase  agree¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  property  owned  by  the  Government  on  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  is  hereby  restricted  to  exclude  from  such 
authority  any  site  which  has  been  acquired  pursuant  to  law,  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  on  which  there  has  been  constructed  a 
building  to  be  used  for  postal  purposes  and  which  is  presently  being 
used  for  such  purposes. 

(e)  Each  such  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  include  such  provi-  Agreement  provi¬ 
sions  as  the  Postmaster  General,  in  his  discretion,  shall  deem  to  be  sions. 

Din  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States  and  appropriate  to  secure 
the  performance  of  the  obligations  imposed  upon  the  party  or  parties 
that  shall  enter  into  such  agreement  with  the  United  States.  No 
such  agreement  shall  provide  for  any  payment  to  be  made  by  the 
United  States  in  excess  of  the  amount  necessary,  as  determined  by 
the  Postmaster  General,  to — 

(1)  amortize — 

(A)  the  cost  of  improvements  to  be  constructed  plus  the 
fair  market  value,  on  the  date  of  the  agreement,  of  the  site, 
if  owned  or  acquired  by  the  contractor,  or 

(B)  the  fair  market  value,  on  the  date  of  the  agreement,  of 
completed  improvements  together  with  the  site  thereof,  or 

(C)  a  combination  of  the  foregoing  in  the  case  of  existing 
improvements  to  be  remodeled  by  the  contractor;  and 

(2)  provide  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest  on  the  outstanding 
principal  as  determined  under  (1)  above,  and 

(3)  reimburse  the  contractor  for  the  cost  of  any  other  obliga¬ 
tions  assumed  by  him  under  the  contract,  including  (but  not 
limited  to)  payment  of  taxes,  costs  of  carrying  appropriate  insur¬ 
ance,  and  costs  of  repair  and  maintenance  if  so  assumed  by  the 
contractor. 

(f )  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department  for  the  payment  use  of  rental 
,-^of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by  the  Postmaster  General  to  funds, 

|  )make  any  payments  becoming  due  from  time  to  time  from  the  United 
^States  in  pursuance  of  lease-purchase  agreements  entered  into  undeu 

the  authority  of  this  title:  Provided ,  That  no  such  funds  may  be  Title  aoquisi- 
expended  for  acquisition  of  title  to  the  property  covered  by  any  lease-  tion, 
purchase  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  leasehold  term  speci¬ 
fied  therein  (whether  by  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  or  otherwise) 
in  the  absence  of  specific  appropriation  of  funds  for  such  acquisition, 
which  appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

(g)  No  proposed  lease-purchase  agreement  shall  be  executed  under  Budget  and 
this  section  unless  such  agreement  has  been  approved  by  the  Director  Congressional 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as  evidenced  by  a  written  statement  of  approval, 
such  officer  to  the  effect  that  the  execution  of  such  agreement  is  neces¬ 
sary  and  is  in  conformity  with  the  policy  of  the  President.  No  appro¬ 
priations  shall  be  made  for  lease-purchase  projects  which  have  not 
been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  within 
three  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  For  the  purpose 
of  securing  consideration  of  said  approval  the  Postmaster  General 
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shall  transmit  to  each  such  Committee  a  prospectus  of  the  proposed 
project,  including  (but  not  limited  to) — 

(1)  a  brief  description  of  the  building  located  or  to  be  erected 
at  a  given  location ; 

(2)  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  cost  of  site  and  building 
together  with  the  term  of  years  over  which  payments  would  run 
and  the  maximum  rate  of  interest  that  would  be  acceptable  for 
any  deferred  part  of  such  cost; 

(3)  a  certificate  of  need  for  the  space  signed  by  the  head  of  the 
agency  or  agencies  which  will  use  the  facility ; 

(4)  a  statement  by  the  Postmaster  General  that  suitable  space 
owned  by  the  Government  is  not  available  and  that  suitable  rental 
space  is  not  available  at  a  price  commensurate  with  that  to  be 
afforded  through  the  contract  proposed; 

(5)  a  statement  of  the  managerial,  custodial,  heat  and  utility 
services  to  be  provided  by  the  contractor,  or  an  estimate  of  their 
probable  cost  if  to  be  supplied  in  any  part  by  the  Government; 

(6)  a  statement  of  the  requirements  for  tax  liability,  upkeep 

and  maintenance  of  the  property  by  either  the  contractor  or  the 
Government  during  the  period  of  the  contract;  4 

(7)  a  statement  of  rents  and  other  housing  costs  currently  ' 
being  paid  by  the  Government  for  any  agencies  to  be  housed  in 
the  building  to  be  erected ;  and 

(8)  a  statement  in  writing  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  that  the  project  is  necessary  and  in  conformity  with 
the  policy  of  the  President. 

Taxes.  (h)  With  respect  to  any  interest  in  real  property  acquired  under 

the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  State  and 
local  taxes  until  title  to  the  same  shall  pass  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States. 

Amortization  (i)  Every  lease-purchase  agreement  entered  into  pursuant  to  this 
of  principal,  title  shall  provide  for  equal  annual  payments  for  the  amortization 
Annual  pay-  of  principal  with  interest  thereon  and  the  Postmaster  General  shall 
raents.  not  enter  into  any  such  contract  unless  the  amount  of  the  annual  pay¬ 

ment  required  by  such  contract  plus  the  aggregate  of  the  annual 
payments  required  by  all  other  lease-purchase  agreements  entered  into 
during  the  same  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  the  specific  limitations  on 
such  payments  which  shall  be  provided  in  appropriation  acts:  Pro- 
LAmitation.  vided ,  That  prior  to  July  1,  1955,  a  limitation  of  not  to  exceed 

$3,000,000  is  hereby  established  for  such  purpose. 

Authorization.  Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to — 

(1)  negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agreements  with  any  person,  | 
copartnership,  corporation,  or  other  public  or  private  entity,  which 
do  not  bind  the  Government  for  periods  exceeding  thirty  years 
for  each  such  lease  agreement,  on  such  terms  as  the  Postmaster 
General  deems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  erection  by  such  lessor  of  such  buildings  and  improvements 
for  postal  purposes  as  the  Postmaster  General  deems  appropriate, 
on  lands  sold,  leased,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Postmaster 
General  to,  or  otherwise  acquired  by,  such  person,  copartnership, 
corporation,  or  public  or  private  entity; 

(2)  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  section,  and 
without  regard  to  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv- 

63  stat.  377.  ices  Act  of  1949  (Act  of  June  30,  1949,  ch.  288,  Eighty-first  Con- 
40  use  471  note.  gress,  first  session),  as  amended — 

(A)  acquire  by  purchase,  condemnation,  lease,  donation, 
or  otherwise,  and  on  such  terms  as  he  shall  deem  appropriate 
to  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States,  real  property  and 
interests  therein,  for  use  for  postal  purposes ;  and 
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(B)  dispose  of  real  property,  and  interests  therein, 
acquired  for  use  or  used  for  postal  purposes  by  sale,  lease,  or 
otherwise,  on  such  terms  as  he  shall  deem  appropriate  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States :  Provided ,  That  the  Post¬ 
master  General  shall  not,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
dispose  of  (1)  any  Government-owned  property,  or  interests 
therein,  acquired  pursuant  to  section  101  of  the  Public  Build¬ 
ings  Act  of  1049  (68  Stat.  176)  or  (2)  any  Government-40  use  352, 
owned  property,  or  interests  therein,  which  has  been  acquired 
pursuant  to  law,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  on  which 
there  has  been  constructed  a  building  to  be  used  for  postal 
purposes  and  which  is  presently  being  used  for  such  purposes. 

(b)  Funds  available  to  the  Post  Office  Department  for  the  paymentuse  of  rental 
of  rents  are  authorized  to  be  utilized  by  the  Postmaster  General  for  the  funds, 
purposes  of  this  section. 

Skc.  204.  The  Postmaster  General  may,  at  the  time  he  enters  into  Rental  adjust- 
any  lease-purchase  or  lease  agreement  under  authority  of  this  title,  ment. 
include  in  such  agreement  a  provision  for  adjustment  of  the  rental 
J  paid  to  any  lessor  to  compensate  for  any  increase  or 'decrease  in  taxes 
'  on  the  leased  property. 

Sf.c.  205.  (a)  Amounts  received  by  the  Government  from  sales,  Sales  reoeipts, 
leases,  or  other  disposals  of  property  acquired  under  authority  of  this  eta» 
title  in  the  performance  by  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  functions 
vested  in  him  by  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  current  applicable 
appropriation  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  for  the  purposes  of  this  title:  Provided ,  That  any 
amount  received  by  the.  Postmaster  General  from  the  sale  of  such 
property,  under  authority  of  this  title,  which  exceeds  the  amount  paid 
therefor  from  the  appropriations  for  the  Post  Office  Department, 
shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

(b)  Any  amounts  received  by  the  Postmaster  General  from  the 
i  sale,  lease,  or  other  disposal  of  real  property  acquired  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  under  authority  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  May  25,  1926 
(44  Stat.  630),  as  amended,  and  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1949  (63  40  use  341,  342, 
Stat.  176),  as  amended,  which  may  be  transferred  to  the  Postmaster  344-347, 
.General,  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  352  note* 
section  321  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  making  appropriations  for 
!  the  Legislative  Branch  of  the  Government  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30, 1933,  and  for  other  purposes”  (47  Stat.  412 ;  40  U.  S.  C.  303b) , 

Dll  section  5  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  May  25,  1926,  as  amended 
(44  Stat.  633;  40  U.  S.  C.  345),  or  section  204  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (63  Stat.  388; 

40  U.  S.  C.  485),  whichever  section  may  be  applicable. 

Sec.  206.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  take  title,  on  behalf  of  the  Property  title. 
United  States,  to  all  real  property  purchased  by  him  under  authority 
of  this  title. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (50  Approval  of 
U.  S.  C.  175),  shall  apply  to  the  acquisition  in  fee  simple  of  real  Attorney 
property  under  this  title,  except  that  any  lease-purchase  agreement  General, 
to  acquire  real  property  under  tins  title  may  be  entered  into  and  placed 
in  effect  after  request  for  but  prior  to  receipt  of  an  opinion  of  the 
Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  title  to  the  real 
property  described  therein. 

(d)  Section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (41  U.  S.  C.  5),  Advertisement, 
shall  apply  (1)  to  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  lease-purchase 
agreements,  under  authority  of  section  202  of  this  title,  and  (2)  to  the 
lease  agreements  entered  into  under  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  of 
section  203  (a)  of  this  title. 
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Non-acplioabil-  (c)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section, 
lty  of  statute s.sections  3733,  3734,  and  3736  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40 
U.  S.  C.  259;  41  U.  S.  C.  12, 14) ;  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1877 
( 19  Stat.  370;  40  U.  S.  C.  34)  ;  and  any  other  provision  of  law  (except 
applicable  labor  standards  provisions)  relating  to  the  acquisition  or 
disposal  of  real  property,  construction  of  buildings,  or  leasing  of  space, 
shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  functions  performed  by  the  Postmaster 
General  in  effectuating  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

Sec.  208.  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  title  later 
than  a  date  ten  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title. 

Sec.  209.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  include  in  his  annual  report 
an  account  of  transactions  conducted  during  the  applicable  year 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Sec.  210.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Post  Office  Department. 
Property  Act  of  1954”. 

Approved  July  22,  1954. 


Time  limita¬ 
tion. 

Annual  report. 
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